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CERTIFICATION 4
CONTRACTOR STATEMENT OF INDEPENDENT TECHNICAL REVIEW

Leidos has completed this Fourth Five-Year Review Report for the Alabama Army Ammunition Plant 
Superfiind Site, Talladega County, Alabama. Notice is hereby given that an independent technical review 
has been conducted that is appropriate to the level of risk and complexity inherent in the project as 
defined in the Leidos Quality Assurance Plan. During the independent technical review, compliance with 
established policy principles and procedures, using justified and valid assumptions, was verified. This 
included review of assumptions, methods, procedures, and materials used in analyses; the appropriateness 
of data used and the level of data obtained; and reasonableness of the results, including whether the 
product meets the customer’s needs consistent with the law and existing Corps of Engineers policy.

September 19, 2018
Michael A. Kl^js, P.G. 
Five-Year Review Task Manager

Date

ffokeph E. Peters 
^AManager

September 19, 2018 
Date

Anmartialam
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September 19, 2018 
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Significant concerns and explanation of the resolutions are documented within the project file.

As noted above, all concerns resulting from independent technical review of the project have been 
considered.

J/. Jones-Bateman, REM, PMP 
4o^am Manager, Leidos
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1. INTRODUCTION

The puipose of a Five-Year Review (FYR) is to evaluate the implementation and peifoiTnance of a 
remed\ to determine if the remed\ will continue to be protective of human health and the environment. 
The methods, findings, and conclusions of reviews are documented in FYR reports such as tliis one. In 
addition. FYR reports identify issues found during the review, if an\. and document recommendations to 
address these issues.

FYRs are required at sites that have completed remediation pursuant to the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response. Compensation, and Liabilirt .Act (CERCL.A) Section 121 and the National Oil 
and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 
Section 300.430(f)(4)(ii)). .Alabama .AiTny .Ammunition Plant (.AL.A.AP) is a Federal facilirt on the 
National Priorities List and has a signed Federal Facilirt .Agreement pursuant to Section 120 of CERCL.A. 
Under tliis agreement, the .AiTn\. the U.S. Environmental Protection .Agenc\ (EP.A). and the .Alabama 
Department of Environmental Management (.ADEN!) are required to work cooperativeh to address all 
known unacceptable risks to human health and the environment in accordance with CERCL.A and the 
NCP.

Tliis is the Fourth FA’R for the .AL.A.AP - .Area B Superfund Site. The triggering action for this 
statuton review is the completion date for the previous FA’R. Tlie FA’R has been prepared due to the fact 
that hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at the site above levels that allow for 
unlimited use unrestricted exposure LT^) of the propei1> .

.Although .AL.A.AP - .Area B consists of five operable units (OUs). only one (OU-7) is addressed in 
tliis Fourth FY’R. To clarifi which .Area B sites are included or excluded from tliis FA’R. Table l-l lists 
the (!)Us. stud\ areas, and media included in each (!)U: a summaiv of the selected remed\: the cunent 
CERCL.A status: and whether an FA’R is required and included in tliis document. .Additional infomiation 
about the (!)Us or stud\ areas witliin an (!)U is provided below:

• OU-l. Stockpiled Soil, is not included in tliis FA’R. The remedy selected in the December 31. 
1991 Record of Decision (ROD) was onsite themial treatment of soil, onsite disposal of the 
treated soil, and offsite disposal of the asbestos-containing material (.ACM) (Weston 1991). Tlie 
remedial design was approved on September 28. 1992. The remedial action started on 
November I. 1992. and was completed on March I. 1995. OU-l is not addressed in this FA’R 
because this (!)U consisted of stockpiled soil that was remediated and disposed of and the 
remedial action resulted in long-temi protection to human health and the environment In 
leaving no residual risk.

• (!)U-4 is not included in this FA’R because tliis (!)U addresses groundwater at the site for which 
an R(!)D has not \ et been prepared. (!)U-7 includes all of the stud\ areas in (!)U-2 and (!)U-6 and 
additional stud\ areas not part of these (!)Us: (!)U-2 and (!)U-6 were designated as (!)Us to 
conduct interim remedial actions under Interim RODs (IRODs). The interim remedial actions 
have been completed.

• Tliis FA’R addresses the stud\ areas and selected remedies in the (!)U-7 R(!)D. With minor 
exception, the remedy selected in the OU-7 ROD is land use controls (LUCs). However, at the 
request of EP.A. this FA’R also addresses the Remedial .Action (!)bjectives (R.A(!)s) and 
effectiveness of the (!)U-2 and (!)U-6 IR(!)D remedial actions for all stud\ areas except Stud\ 
.Area 6. Tlie latter was excluded from this FA’R because the interim remedial actions resulted in 
LT.TUTE (as opposed to LUCs).

• For the initial Remedial Investigation (Rl). IROD. and IROD remedial actions. Study .Area lO 
was treated as a single stud\ area. However, because actual remediation (excavation and
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treatment of soils) was onl\ required in the western pail of Stud\ Area 10. the area was divided 
into low and lOE for the Supplemental RI. Feasibilin Study (FS). and OLT-7 ROD. The OLT-7 
R(!)D presented the remed\ for Stud\ Area lOW and documented that no fuilher action (NFA) 
was required for Stud\ Area lOE.

It is noted here that the (!)U-2 and (!)U-6 IR(!)Ds were prepared and approved in 1994 and 1996. 
respectiveh. more than 20 \ ears ago. Tliese IR(!)D documents were issued and approved at the time, 
according to the EPA guidance and foimat that were used at the time. It is acknowledged that EPA 
guidance and polic\ regarding IR(!)Ds have changed in the past 20 \ears. but the documents were 
acceptable at the time the\ were prepared, as the\ were approved In both agencies.

The ALAAP - Area B Supeiiund Site FYR was led In the U.S. Arm\ Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) Office with support from the U.S. AiTny Coips of Engineers (USAGE) and Leidos. as 
the Arm\ contractor. The review began on Ma\ 10. 2017. with a kick-off meeting attended In personnel 
from the aforementioned agencies. ADEM. as the support agenc\ representing the State of Alabama, has 
reviewed all supporting documentation and provided input to EPA during the FYR process.

1.1 SITE BACKGROUND

The ALAAP - Area B Supeiiund Site is located in Talladega Counrt. Alabama. 4 miles north of 
the nearest town. Cliildersburg. Alabama (Figure 1-1). Tlie National Supeiiund database identification 
number is AL6210020008. The focus of tliis FYR is on soil, suiface water, and sediment witliin the OU-7 
stud\ areas, which occur witliin an area of 2.235 acres. Groundwater is not addressed in tliis FYR because 
the groundwater is a separate (!)U for wliich an R(!)D has not \ et been prepared. Figure 1-2 depicts the 
location of the stud\ areas witliin the ALAAP - Area B (!)U-7.

ALAAP was established in 1941 on 13.233 acres of land near the junction of Talladega Creek and 
the Coosa River. UistoricalK. ALAAP was an industrial complex with the primaiv function of producing 
explosives and propellants. The original mission of ALAAP was to manufacture 2.4.6-trinitrotoluene 
(TNT), dinitrotoluene (DNT). trinitrophenylmethylnitramine (tetiyl). and single-base smokeless powder 
for cannon and small-arms ammunition in support of World War II (WWII) efforts. The plant also 
produced the necessaiv supporting chemicals for the manufacturing operations, including nitric and 
sulfuric acid, aniline, diphenylamine. oleum (40 percent sulfur trioxide and sulfuric acid), sellite (sodium 
sulfite), and N.N-dimeth\ laniline. Spent acids were rec\ cled. and unrecoverable wastes resulting from 
operations were disposed of onsite b\ discharge to an unlined ditch.

Descriptions of the study areas, pertinent liistoiy. investigation liistories. and other additional 
information may be found in the following documents:

• Supplemental Rl Report - Rl FS. ALAAP - Area B. Cliildersburg. Alabama (SAIC 2001)

• FS. ALAAP - Area B. Cliildersburg. Alabama (SAIC 2008)

• CERCLA ROD. ALAAP - Area B. Soils. Suiface Water, and Sediment (SAIC 2010)

Area B Supeiiund Site. Talladega Counrt . Alabama• Tliird FYR Report for the ALAAP 
(Leidos 2014).

A Quitclaim Deed was signed on March 17. 2003. transferring ALAAP to the cit> of Cliildersburg. 
Tliis deed contains land use restrictions, including proliibition against groundwater access, soil 
excavation, and an\ use other than commercial industrial. Tlie environmental protection provisions of tliis 
deed are presented as "Exhibit C" of the Quitclaim Deed for ALAAP.

The cit> of Cliildersburg has since sold some parcels to private entities. NuSteel Fabricators 
(owner - Seven C‘s EEC), a steel fabricating company, purchased adjacent 20.0- and 18.1-acre parcels
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along Coosa Industrial Park First Road near the noilhern boundan of the former .\LAAP - Area B 
propei1>. Blair Block (owner - Blair Block LLC) purchased 37.56- and 12.0-acre parcels. Koldsteel 
(owner - Koldsteel Inc.) purchased a 2.0-acre parcel. Matthew O’Neal (owner - Matthew O’Neal) 
purchased a 3.0-acre parcel, and DCI South Properties (owner - DCI South Properties LLC) purchased a 
14.5-acre parcel, also along Coosa Industrial Park First Road. Nippon Oil Lubricants .America (owner - 
Nippon Oil Lubricants LLC) purchased a 20-acre tract along Flighway 235 for the constmction of a 
lubricant blending facilirt.

The cit> of Cliildersburg Local Redevelopment .Authorirt (LR.A) has implemented plans to advance 
the .AL.A.AP propeit> as an industrial park. To this end. logging of a planned area encompassing 
1.920 acres was begun in 2012 and completed around 2015. Road improvement tluoughout the .AL.A.AP 
propei1> is also planned.
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Table 1-1. ALAAP - Area B OUs and Five-Year Review Status 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, Childersburg, Alabama

EPA Army

In Current 
Five-Year 
Review Impacted

Further Action 
Required in the 
IROD or ROD CERCLA

Five-Year Review 
Required

Designation Designation Yes or No Study Areas Included in Each OU Media Yes or No Summary of Selected Remedy Status/Phase Yes or No
OU-1 OU-2 No 31, 32, TC4A, TC4B - Stockpiled Soils Soil Yes • Incineration and/or stabilization of stockpiled materials until treatment and 

disposal criteria are met
• Disposal of treated material in the designated onsite disposal area

ROD Approved 
December 1991
ROD Remedial
Actions Complete

No FYR required; the 
remedy resulted in no 
residual risk to human 
health and the environment.

OU-2 OU-3 No" Study Areas 6, 7, 10®, and 21 Soil and 
sediment

Yes • Incineration and/or stabilization of metals and explosives-related 
contaminated soils and sediments, and disposal of treated material in the 
designated onsite disposal area

• Deactivation and grouting of concrete-encased VCP; excavation, onsite 
incineration, and onsite disposal of VCP

IROD Approved 
November 1994
IROD Remedial
Actions Complete

Separate FYR not required; 
OU-2 IROD study area 
remedies (except for Study 
Area 6) were technically 
reviewed in the OU-7 FYR. 
Study Area 6 remedial 
actions resulted in UU/UE.

OU-4 OU-1 No Area B (site-wide) groundwater Groundwater Not Applicable FS ongoing; ROD not yet prepared FS ongoing Not Applicable
OU-6 ou^ No" Study Areas 2, 10®. 16. 17, 19, and 22 Soil Yes • Incineration and/or stabilization of metals and explosives-related 

contaminated soils
• Disposal of treated material in the designated onsite disposal area
• Engineered landfill cap for Study Area 22

IROD Finalized
October 1996
IROD Approved
March 1997
IROD Remedial
Actions Complete

Separate FYR not required; 
OU-6 IROD study area 
remedies were technically 
reviewed in the OU-7 FYR.

OU-7 OU-1 No Study Areas 5, 6, 9, 10E, 20, 25, 27, Gas 
Station, Transformer Storage Building,
Downed Utility Poles with Transformers, 
Underground Storage Tanks, Fertilizer and 
Pesticide Storage

Soil, surface 
water, and 
sediment

No • NFA for UU/UE ROD Finalized
August 2010
ROD Approved
March 2012

No; these study areas were 
part of the OU-7 ROD but 
NFA for UU/UE was 
required.

OU-7 OU-1 Yes Study Areas 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 10W, 16, 17, 18,
19, 21, 22, and 26; Building 6 - Coke Oven; 
and South Georgia Road Dump

Soil, surface 
water, and 
sediment

Yes All Studv Areas
• Implement LUCs to prevent future residential use of the study areas
• Monitor the effectiveness of the LUCs through annual inspections
Studv Areas 21 and 26
• Post signs warning against consumption of fish tissue at Study Areas 21 

and 26
Studv Area 22
• Implement LUCs to prevent excavation, digging, drilling, or other activities 

that may damage the landfill cap within Study Area 22
• Monitor effectiveness of the LUCs and monitor for any damage to the 

landfill cap through annual inspections

ROD Finalized
August 2010
ROD Approved
March 2012
OU-2 and OU-6 study 
areas were included 
in the OU-7 ROD and 
are technically 
reviewed in the OU-7 
FYR

Yes

Notes: To avoid confusion, EPA OU designations are used throughout this FYR.
^ Under the OU-2 IROD, remediation (excavation and treatment of soils) was conducted for the western part of Study Area 10 (i.e., later designated as 10W); under the OU-6 IROD, investigation was conducted for the eastern part of Study Area 10 (i.e., 10E) and NFA was deemed necessary for 10E. The 
designations 10W and 10E are used in the Supplemental Rl, FS, and OU-7 ROD.
^ RAOs implemented under the IRODs are addressed in the current FYR.

ALAAP = Alabama Army Ammunition Plant
CERCLA = Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
EPA = U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
FS = Feasibility Study
FYR = Five-Year Review
IROD = Interim Record of Decision
LUC = Land Use Control
NFA = No Further Action

OU = Operable Unit
RAO = Remedial Action Objective
Rl = Remedial Investigation
ROD = Record of Decision
UU/UE = Unlimited Use/Unrestricted Exposure
VCP = Vitrified Clay Pipe
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2. RESPONSE ACTION SUMMARY

2.1 BASIS FOR TAKING ACTION

The stud\ areas in (!)U-7 are located in an area of planned industrial land use. Tlierefore. the people 
most likeK to be exposed to contaminated environmental media are industrial workers. For this reason, 
the risk assessments evaluated risks to workers. Industrial workers ma\ be exposed to contaminants in 
these media tlu ough incidental ingestion, absorption of chemicals tlu ough the skin, and inhalation of dust 
particles containing the chemicals or chemicals present in vapor foiTn. The risk assessment also evaluated 
the chemicals present at the stud\ areas and their potential to cause cancer or toxic effects to people. The 
primaiy chemicals of concern (C(!)Cs) at these sites are lead, explosives, and carcinogenic polynuclear 
aromatic hydrocarbons (P.AHs). Most of the C(!)Cs are potential carcinogens. In addition, some may 
potentially cause noncancerous toxic effects to various parts of the body. For example, studies have 
shown that exposure to TNT. the DNTs. and tetiv l ma\ haiTn the liver. Exposure to lead ma\ affect the 
neivous system. .At these sites, the primaiy resources impacted by contamination are soil and sediment. 
Chemical contamination found in the soil or sediment was responsible for unacceptable worker risk. 
Remediation was necessaiy at these sites to allow the sites to be used as planned (i.e.. for industrial use).

The study areas included in tliis FA’R are listed in Table 1-1 and are described in the sections 
below. Each of these stud\ areas required further action, as documented in the approved (!)U-7 R(!)D 
(S.AIC 2010). (!)ther stud\ areas were included in the (!)U-7 R(!)D but are not addressed in this FA’R 
because NF.A was necessaiy to achieve LT^. Tlie NF.A study areas also are listed in Table 1-1. 
Specifics pertaining to the investigation and basis for action at each stud\ area witliin (!)U-7 are provided 
below.

2.1.1 Study Area 2

Study .Area 2 (included in OU-6 and OU-7) is the Smokeless Powder Facilirt (cannon and rifle 
powder). During a previous environmental suivey (ESE 1981). 2.4-DNT was detected in soil samples. 
.Additional sampling and a baseline human health risk assessment (HHR.A) conducted during Phase I of 
the Supplemental R1 identified 2.4-DNT as responsible for unacceptable risk under an industrial land use 
(S.AIC 1996a). .An explosives (2.4-DNT) hot spot was detected during Phase I of the Supplemental Rl. .As 
a result. Roy F. Weston (Weston) conducted a sampling program in September 1996 to delineate the 
extent of contamination around the hot spot so that remediation of the area could be conducted. 
Laboratoiv samples were anahzed for explosives and total lead. Neither 2.4-DNT nor an\ other 
explosives were detected. The excavation criterion for 2.4-DNT was 356 mg kg. To be conseivative. the 
soil around the hot spot was excavated under the (!)U-6 IR(!)D. Supplemental Rl and remediation 
confiiTnatoiv sampling indicated that no explosives remain in the soil at concentrations greater than 
100 mg kg. 2.4-DNT was detected at 99.3 mg kg in one soil sample collected northeast of the excavation 
area. However, the Final Supplemental Rl also identified P.AHs as chemicals responsible for unacceptable 
risk under an industrial land use (S.AIC 2001). Based on the FS evaluation, additional excavation of soil 
contaminated with P.AHs was necessaiy to meet the planned industrial future land use and LUCs were 
required to prevent non-industrial use of the stud\ area.

2.1.2 Study Area 3

The Sanitaiy Landfill and Lead Facilirt (Stud\ .Area 3) was located in the west-central portion of 
the cunent .AL.A.AP - .Area B and covered 7.5 acres. The area was used from the earl\ 1940s until the late 
1970s. Most of the fill material was domestic solid waste and building mbble. .A Supplemental Rl and 
baseline risk assessment indicated potential concerns for umestricted use (i.e.. residential) and ecological 
receptors at Study .Area 3 but no concerns for the industrial and constmction land use (S.AIC 2001). .An 
FS was conducted to evaluate elevated concentrations of metals in suiface and subsurface soils at Study 
.Area 3. .A weight-of-evidence (W(!)E) screening conducted as part of the FS (S.AIC 2008) concluded that

Fourth Five-Year Review Report 
ALAAP-Area B

2-1 September 2018



metals were not a concern to ecological receptors. However, human health concerns remain for the 
unrestricted use of Study Area 3 due to the presence of arsenic in surface soils (SAIC 2008). Based on the 
FS evaluation, fuilher protective measures (i.e.. LUCs) were required to address the residential C(!)C 
(i.e.. arsenic in surface soils) at Study .Area 3.

2.1.3 Study Area 4

The Manhattan Project .Area used a portion of .AL.A.AP in the western part of .Area B from 1943 to 
1945 (D.A 1978). Tlie Manliattan Project .Area was designed to produce 1.600 pounds (192 gallons) of 
heavy water per month, but records indicate that it produced less than 600 pounds (72 gallons) per month 
(QORE 2002). .A total of 11.160 pounds (1.338 gallons) of heavy water were produced from .Tanuaiy 
1944 tluough .Tuly 1945. The heavy water process did not involve any radioactive materials. In 1945 and 
1946. all buildings were removed from the Manhattan Project .Area except for one small brick building, 
wliich was removed in 1995. Large concrete building footers, the basement, and other support stmctures 
were left in place. .A Supplemental RI and baseline risk assessment conducted in 1995 identified lead as a 
C(!)C for unrestricted land use (i.e.. residential) and constmction land use. and metals as ecological 
chemicals of concern (ecoC(!)Cs) (S.AIC 2001). .An FS was conducted to further evaluate the potential 
concerns for Study .Area 4 (S.AIC 2008). Lead modeling conducted as part of the FS concluded that lead 
was not a concern for the future constmction worker, and analv sis concluded that metals are not a 
concern to ecological receptors. However, human health concerns remained for the umestricted land use 
(i.e.. residential). Based on the FS evaluation, further protective measures (i.e.. LL^Cs) were required to 
address the residential C(!)C (lead) at Study .Area 4.

2.1.4 Study Area 7

Studv .Area 7 was the Northern TNT Manufacturing .Area containing four TNT production lines and 
one DNT production line. Tliis area was razed and material was spread over a wide area during the 
demolition with onlv foundations and portions of the sewer sv stem remaining. FoiTnerlv. wastewater from 
this area was discharged to the Red Water Ditch tluough wooden flumes, wliich earned the production 
wastes to the industrial sewers. Explosives-related contamination was identified in soil and groundwater 
samples from site investigations.

Environmental Science and Engineering (ESE) completed a baseline risk assessment for Study 
.Area 7 in .August 1992 as part of the initial RI (ESE 1992). Tlie HHR.A concluded that explosives-related 
contamination in both soil and groundwater was responsible for cancer risks exceeding the upper bound 
of the target risk range and noncancer hazard indices (His) exceeding the target of 1. Lead also was 
identified as a chemical that could pose potential health risks at the site. The ecological risk assessment 
(ER.A) concluded that quotients for tenestrial organisms, particularlv rabbits, exceed 1 due to the 
presence of explosiv es-related compounds (ESE 1992). ESE completed an RI FS for the Industrial Sew er 
System (ISS) in September 1991 (ESE 1991). Tlie RI concluded that the ISS within Study .Area 7 was 
contaminated with high levels of nitroaromatic compounds and that leakage from the manholes had 
occuned. as ev idenced In contaminated soil surrounding them. Tlie area of greatest soil contamination 
appeared to be in the area where the surface ditch from the hi- and tri-nitrating house entered the ISS. The 
RI also concluded that the ISS witliin Studv .Area 7 was discharging contamination to surface drainages 
such as the Red Water Ditch (ESE 1991). Based on these results. Weston conducted interim remedial 
actions and confiiTnatoiy sampling at the site from 1994 to 1996.

Contaminated soils were excavated and theiTnallv treated at the onsite incinerator (hereafter 
refened to as the Transportable Incineration System [TIS]-20). The ash from incineration of soils 
containing explosiv es and meeting the disposal criteria was disposed of at the onsite disposal area (later 
known as the Non-Hazardous Waste Landfill [NHWL]). Soils and ash contaminated with lead and or not 
meeting the disposal criteria were stabilized and then disposed of at the onsite disposal area (i.e.. the
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NHW’L). Asbestos was removed to a secure repositoiv . wliich was the basement of foiTner Building 2140. 
The secure repositoiv is hereafter refened to as the Asbestos Repositoiv .

The ISS in the study area was excavated and decontaminated, or grouted in place (QORE 2002). 
Subsequently. Science .Applications International Coiporation (S.AIC) completed a supplemental risk 
assessment for Study .Area 7 in 2001 after interim remedial actions were conducted (S.AIC 2001). Tliis 
risk assessment was part of the Supplemental RI and incoiporated confiiTnation data collected during the 
interim remedial action and data that were unaffected In the response action. The risk assessment 
concluded that human health risks for the planned future land use were acceptable, but risks for the 
unrestricted residential use were unacceptable due to 2.4.6-TNT and manganese. In the for human
health risks, manganese was eliminated as a C(!)C for unrestricted residential use. In the ER.A. lead was 
identified as an ecoC(!)C in suiface soil with a hazard quotient (HQ) greater than 1 but less than 10 (S.AIC 
2001). .A \\’(!)E screening w as not conducted as pail of the FS for the remaining ecoC(!)Cs at Stud\ .Area 7 
because the results of the baseline ecological risk assessment (BER.A) indicated that no further evaluation 
of ecological risk was wananted (S.AIC 2008). Stud\ .Area 7 was included in the FS to address regulatoiv 
comments relative to umestricted use of the site. Further protective measures (i.e.. FUCs) were required 
to address the residential C(!)Cs at Stud\ .Area 7.

2.1.5 Study Area 8

Nitrobenzene, concentrated nitric acid, oleum, and sodium sulfite (sellite) were produced at the 
.Acid Organic Manufacturing .Area (Study .Area 8). .A foiTner sulfur burning pit is also in tliis area (D.A 
1978). Tlie .Acid Organic Manufacturing .Area covers 104 acres. Sulfur residues up to 1 inch in diameter 
were exposed on the ground surface in the sulfur storage area (ESE 1981).

Previous investigations (ESE 1993) identified an area of 27.000 square yards (5.5 acres) that was 
contaminated with sulfur and acid wastes. .A Supplemental Rl and baseline risk assessment conducted in 
1995 identified nickel and iron as the COCs in soil based on the construction land use and metals and 
P.AHs as COCs in soil based on umestricted use (i.e.. residential), and metals as ecoCOCs (S.AIC 2001). 
No COCs were identified for industrial workers. Tlie Teclinical Memorandum .Tustification for NF.A for 
Phase I Transfer of .AL.A.AP Study .Areas 7. 8. 9. 10. 21. 25. and 26 (S.AIC 2000) and the WOE screening 
conducted as part of the FS concluded that there were no concerns for human health (based on the 
industrial and constmction land use) and the environment (S.AIC 2008). However, concerns remained for 
the unrestricted land use due to residual metals and P.AHs in soil. Based on the FS. further protective 
measures (i.e.. LUCs) were required to address the residential COCs at Study .Area 8.

2.1.6 Study Area 10W

The Tetivl Manufacturing .Area (Study .Area 10) consisted of 12 manufacturing lines where tetivl 
was produced. Extensive amounts of lead were used in the piping, floors, and fittings of the nitration 
houses. The buildings have been razed and all that remains of each line are the concrete foundations of 
the buildings and piles of concrete debris. The area was divided into eastern and western halves (lOE and 
lOW) during the Supplemental Rl. wliich was completed in 2001. The areas were evaluated separateh 
because remediation had been conducted on the western half (wliich contains the manufacturing area), 
and the puipose of the associated risk evaluation w as to confirm that the remedial actions w ere protective. 
.At Stud\ .Area lOW. the investigation w as conducted to confimi the absence of unacceptable risk.

ESE completed an Rl FS for the ISS in September 1991 (ESE 1991). The RI concluded that the ISS 
witliin Study .Area 10 was contaminated with tetivl. nitrocellulose, and 1.3.5-trinitrobenzene (TNB). and 
leakage from the manholes had occuned. as evidenced In contaminated soil sunounding them.

ESE completed a baseline risk assessment for Study .Area 10 in .August 1992 as part of the initial Rl 
(ESE 1992). Tlie HHR.A. which focused primarily on the western half concluded that noncancer risks to 
industrial workers reach the target HI of 1 and that cancer risks for residents exceed the target
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(i.e.. greater than 1 10'^) due to tetiyl in soil. Lead also was identified as a chemical in soil that could
pose potential health risks at the site. The ER.A concluded that HQs for lead and tetiyl exceed 1. 
However, considerable uncei1aint> is associated with the tetivl results because little was known 
concerning its toxicitx to wildlife at the time the risk assessment was conducted (ESE 1992).

Based on the results of the RI FS and risk assessment. Weston conducted interim remedial actions 
at Study .Area lOW from 1994 to 1996. Contaminated soils were excavated and theiTnally treated. The ash 
from incineration of soils containing explosives and meeting the disposal criteria was disposed of at the 
onsite disposal area (i.e.. the NHWL). Soils and ash contaminated only with lead and or not meeting the 
disposal criteria were stabilized and then disposed of at the onsite disposal area (i.e.. the NHWL). The ISS 
in the study area was excavated and decontaminated, or grouted in place (QORE 2002).

Subsequently. S.AIC completed a supplemental risk assessment for Study .Area lO (with lOE and 
low evaluated separately) in 2001 after interim remedial actions were conducted (S.AIC 2001). Tliis risk 
assessment was pail of the Supplemental RI and incoiporated confiiTnation data collected during the 
interim remedial action and data that were unaffected In the response action. For Stud\ .Area lOE. 
additional WOE arguments pertaining to the risks were presented in the FS (S.AIC 2008). .As a result, the 
FS concluded that NF.A was recommended for Stud\ .Area lOE. For Stud\ .Area lOW. the HHR.A 
concluded that risks were acceptable for the planned future land use but unacceptable for unrestricted 
future use due to the presence of lead in the soil. In the ER.A for Study .Area lOW. lead was identified as 
an ecoCOC with an HQ greater than 10. In comparison to the 1992 ER.A. additional information was 
available to address the toxicirt of tetiyl to wildlife at the time the Supplemental RI was conducted. The 
latter risk assessment used literature and published or derived toxicirt values to evaluate tetiyl in plants 
and mammals and concluded that an\ residual concentrations did not pose haiTn to ecological receptors. 
Further protective measures (i.e.. LL^Cs) were required to address the lead at Stud\ .Area lOW.

2.1.7 Study Area 16

The Flashing Ground covers 16.5 acres and consists of four trenches that were used after WWII to 
primariK dispose of smokeless black powder In open burning. Combustible trash also was burned 
(QORE 2004. S.AIC 2001). Flumes were located at the ends of at least two burning trenches to capture 
solids generated during washout operations (Weston 1996a).

ESE conducted exploratoiy and confiiTnatoiy suiveys (ESE 1981). an RI (ESE 1986). and a 
Supplemental RI (ESE 1993) at Study .Area 16. ESE’s results showed that no contamination was detected 
in suiface water and sediment samples, but soil was contaminated with nitroaromatic residues along with 
elevated lead concentrations. In 1995. S.AIC conducted a Phase I sampling and analysis program as part 
of their Supplemental RI. Tlie Draft Final Supplemental RI (S.AIC 1996a) concluded that remedial actions 
were necessaiv to address explosives-related compounds and lead contamination in the soils at Stud\ 
.Area 16. Tliis resulted in the inclusion of tliis study area in the OL^-6 IROD (Weston 1996a).

.An interim removal action was completed in 1996 tluough 1999 under the (!)L^-6 IR(!)D 
(Weston 1996a). Weston excavated explosives-contaminated soils and transported them to the TIS-20 for 
thermal treatment. .Ash from the incineration of soils containing explosives that met the disposal criteria 
was disposed of at the onsite disposal area (i.e.. the NHWL). Subsequently, soils containing lead 
contamination (addressed by Environmental Chemical Corporation [ECC]) were stabilized and then 
landfilled at the onsite disposal area (i.e. the NHWL) (ECC 1998).

The Final Supplemental RI (S.AIC 2001). completed after interim remedial actions had concluded, 
incoiporated confiiTnation data collected during the interim remedial action and data that were unaffected 
by the response action. The baseline risk assessment identified metals. 2.4.6-TNT. and P.AHs as C(!)Cs for 
protection of human health and metals as COCs for ecological receptors. .An FS was conducted to further 
evaluate the potential concerns with metals. 2.4.6-TNT. and P.AHs at Stud\ .Area 16. The W(!)E screening 
conducted as part of the FS concluded that concerns remained to human health based on unrestricted land
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use (i.e.. residential). No concerns remained for the industrial and constmction land use at Study Area 16. 
Further protective measures (i.e.. LUCs) were required to address the residential C(!)Cs (i.e.. metals. 
P.AHs. and 2.4.6-TNT) at Study .Area 16. Tlie rtvo metals identified as ecoC(!)Cs were eliminated 
follow ing the WOE evaluation in the FS as a result of risk management decisions.

2.1.8 Study Area 17

Stud\ .Area 17 (included in (!)U-6) is the Propellant Slipping .Area. The lower portion of the area 
was used as a shipping area for smokeless powder wliile the upper portion was used for slipping high 
explosives (US.ATH.AM.A 1978). The 1986 RI (ESE 1986) noted a low incidence of nitroaromatic 
compounds detected in the soil sampled from tliis area. During Phase I of the Supplemental RI. 
explosives hot spots were detected in surface soil screening samples, and 2.4-DNT was identified as the 
primaiy contributor to unacceptable risk under an industrial land use (S.AIC 1996a).

.An interim remedial action was completed in 1996 under the OU-6 IROD (Weston 1996a) as 
2.4-DNT contaminated soils were excavated and transported to the TIS-20 for theiTnal treatment (Weston 
1996a. 1996b. 1996c). .Ash from incineration of soils and meeting the disposal criteria was landfilled at 
the onsite disposal area (i.e.. the NHWL). ConfiiTnatoiy samples were collected to demonstrate that the 
contamination had been removed.

The Supplemental RI and baseline risk assessment of Study .Area 17. completed after interim 
remedial actions had concluded, incoiporated confiiTnation data collected during the interim remedial 
action and data that were unaffected by the response action. Tlie baseline risk assessment identified 
metals, including aluminum, arsenic, barium, iron, and manganese, as C(!)Cs for either human or 
ecological receptors (S.AIC 2001). .An FS was conducted to further evaluate the potential concerns with 
metals at Stud\ .Area 17. The W(!)E screening conducted as part of the FS concluded that concerns to 
human health remained for arsenic in the soils based on umestricted land use (i.e.. residential) (S.AIC 
2008). There were no concerns for the industrial and constmction land use and the ecological receptors at 
Study .Area 17. Further protective measures (i.e.. LUCs) were required to address the residential C(!)C 
(i.e.. arsenic) at Study .Area 17.

2.1.9 Study Area 18

The Blending Tower .Area (Stud\ .Area 18) was an area of approximateh 50 acres where smokeless 
powder was mixed to make it more homogeneous. During the blending operation, the powder was 
pneumaticalh moved to an upper bin and then dropped over an umbrella into a lower bin. Tliis procedure 
was repeated rtvice (D.A 1978). .A Supplemental RI and baseline risk assessment identified metals as 
C(!)Cs in soils based on unrestricted human use (based on assumed residential use) and for ecological 
receptors at Stud\ .Area 18. However, planned and likeh human uses of the land (industrial and 
construction) were not a concern (S.AIC 2001). .An FS was conducted to evaluate elevated concentrations 
of metals in surface and subsurface soils at Stud\ .Area 18. The W(!)E screening conducted as part of the 
FS concluded that concerns to human health remained based on unrestricted use (i.e.. residential) but no 
concerns for the ecological receptors at Study .Area 18 (S.AIC 2008). Based on the FS. further protective 
measures (i.e.. LUCs) were required to address the residential C(!)C (i.e.. arsenic) at Study .Area 18.

2.1.10 Study Area 19

The Lead Remelt Facilirt (Study .Area 19) is a 350- by 550-foot area originally used for flasliing 
explosives (S.AIC 2001). The area contained a thick concrete flashing rack banicade and a concrete slab 
for flasliing activities (ECC 1998). Later, the site was used for remelting and recovering lead from piping 
and equipment by pouring hot liquid lead into lead ingots as part of the demolition activities conducted in 
the former TNT and tetiy 1 production areas (Q(9RE 2004. Weston 1996d).

ESE conducted exploratoiy and confimiatoiy suiveys (ESE 1981). an RI (ESE 1986). and a 
Supplemental RI (ESE 1993) at Study .Area 19. Soil and groundwater samples were collected. Numerous
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large pieces of lead, some weigliing several pounds, were identified on the soil surface in this area. ESE’s 
results showed no detectable contamination in groundwater but liigh levels of lead in the soil. Tests also 
confiiTned the leachabilin of the lead (ESE 1991. 1992).

In 1995. S.AIC conducted a Phase I sampling and analysis program as pail of their Supplemental 
RI. The Draft Final Supplemental RI (S.AIC 1996a) concluded that remedial actions were necessaiy to 
address lead contamination in the soils at Stud\ .Area 19. .An interim removal action was completed in 
1998 under the (!)U-6 IR(!)D (Weston 1996a) in wliich lead-contaminated soils from Stud\ .Area 19 were 
excavated and stabilized using an onsite pug mill (ECC 1998). Treated soils were landfilled at the onsite 
disposal area (i.e.. the NHWL). ConfiiTnatoiy samples were collected to demonstrate that the lead 
contamination had been removed.

The Final Supplemental RI (S.AIC 2001). completed after interim remedial actions had concluded, 
incoiporated confiiTnation data collected during the interim remedial action and data that were unaffected 
by the response action. The baseline risk assessment identified arsenic as a C(!)C based on protection of 
human health (based on assumed residential land use) and concluded that there were no concerns for the 
industrial and constmction land use and ecological receptors. .An FS was conducted to fuilher evaluate the 
potential concerns with arsenic at Study .Area 19 (S.AIC 2008). Tlie WOE screening conducted as pail of 
the FS concluded that concerns to human health remained for arsenic in the soils based on unrestricted 
land use (i.e.. residential) and that fuilher protective measures (i.e.. LUCs) were required to address the 
residential COC (i.e.. arsenic) at Study .Area 19.

2.1.11 Study Area 21

The Red Water Ditch collected and earned surface mnoff and industrial process wastewaters from 
the .Acid Organic Manufacturing .Area (Study .Area 8) and the Tetiyl Manufacturing .Area (Study .Area 10) 
(D.A 1978). The areas that drained to the Red Water Ditch were involved in the production of acids 
(sulfuric and nitric), organic compounds (diphenylamine. aniline, and N.N-dimethylaniline). and 
explosives and their process b\ products (TNT. DNT. and tetn l). (!)ther organic compounds (benzene and 
toluene) and inorganic compounds (sodium, sulfite, sodium carbonate, and elemental sulfur) also were 
stored in these areas that fed the Red Water Ditch.

.An interim removal action was completed in 1996 under the OU-2 IROD (Weston 1994a) as TNT 
sediments from the Red Water Ditch and tetiv l-contaminated sediments from the lower portions of the 
northern tributaiv of the Red Water Ditch (Tributaiv No. 2) were excavated and then theiTnalh treated at 
the TIS-20 (Weston 1995a). Tlie ash from incineration of sediments containing explosives and meeting 
the disposal criteria was disposed of at the onsite disposal area (i.e.. the NHWL). Sediments and ash 
contaminated only with lead and or not meeting the disposal criteria were stabilized and then disposed of 
at the onsite disposal area (i.e.. the NHWL).

Subsequently, a Supplemental RI and baseline risk assessment of Study .Area 21 (S.AIC 2001) did 
not identify an\ tlueats to human health based on exposures to soil, surface water, or sediment, but there 
were potential concerns regarding ingestion of fish from the Red Water Ditch In h\ pothetical residents 
and recreational receptors. In addition, the RI identified potential concerns with ecological species 
exposed to surface water and sediment at the Red Water Ditch. .An FS was conducted to further evaluate 
the potential concerns at Study .Aiea 21 (S.AIC 2008). .Although the Teclinical Memorandum .Tustification 
for NF.A for Phase I Transfer of .AL.A.AP Study .Areas 7. 8. 9. 10. 21. 25. and 26 (S.AIC 2000) concluded 
that NF.A was recommended based on the planned industrial reuse, concerns remained about ingestion of 
fish from the Red Water Ditch In h\ pothetical residents and recreational receptors. It was deteimined that 
further protective measures (i.e.. LUCs) were required to address tliis concern at Stud\ .Area 21.
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2.1.12 Study Area 22

Study Area 22 is the Demolition Landfill, which consists of a semicircular landfill in a swale 
extending approximateh 500 feet along a perimeter road at the far eastern comer of Area B. Previous soil 
sampling identified lead residues at concentrations above background in t\vo samples and low 
concentrations of tetiyl (ESE 1981). The Supplemental RI HEIRA for industrial land use identified 
arsenic, lead, and PAHs as chemicals responsible for unacceptable worker risks (SAIC 2001). Based on 
tliis risk assessment, an engineered landfill cap was constructed for the site, thus isolating the 
contaminated soil. ECC placed a synthetic membrane liner overlain by clay and seeded topsoil layers over 
the landfill in October 1998 (ECC 1999). Fuilher protective measures (i.e.. LL^Cs). including restrictions 
on intmsive activities, and periodic maintenance were required to maintain the integritx of the engineered 
cap at Stud\ .Area 22.

2.1.13 Study Area 26

The Crossover Ditch (Stud\ .Area 26) drains suiface waters from the Leaseback .Area, the Rifle 
Powder Finisliing .Area, pail of the noilhern and all of the southern portions of the Propellant Slipping 
.Area, the southern portion of the Southern TNT Manufacturing .Area, and the Sanitaiv Landfill and Lead 
Facilirt. Two beaver dams had been constmcted on the Crossover Ditch. More recent lack of beaver 
activirt in the area of the foiTner Beaver Ponds has caused the ponds to be intermittenth div at periods 
tluoughout the \ear. .Although the Crossover Ditch drains areas that produced nitrocellulose and 
smokeless powder, the ditch also passes adjacent to other stud\ areas on .AL.A.AP and contaminants from 
other sources ma\ enter the drainage. (!)ther identified potential sources of contaminants included the coal 
pile at the Bowater. Inc. power plant: the Sanitaiv Landfill and Lead Facilitv : the pipe flasliing area 
immediately east of the Sanitaiv Landfill and Lead Facilitv (Study .Area 3): and the large industrial waste 
reseivoir on Bowater. Inc. land directlv south of the Rifle Powder Finisliing .Area. The Crossover Ditch 
collects and discharges suiface waters generated on or adjacent to .AL.A.AP propeitv into the Coosa River 
(ESE 1981).

.A Supplemental RI and baseline risk assessment conducted in 1996 did not identifv any potential 
tlueats to human health based on exposures to suiface water or sediment, but there were potential 
concerns with ingestion of fish from the Crossover Ditch In hv pothetical residents. In addition, the RI 
identified potential concerns with ecological species exposed to suiface water and sediment at the 
Crossover Ditch (S.AIC 2001). .Although the Teclinical Memorandum .Tustification for NF.A for Phase I 
Transfer of .AL.A.AP Study .Areas 7. 8. 9. 10. 21. 25. and 26 (S.AIC 2000) concluded that NF.A is 
recommended based on the planned industrial reuse, concerns remained about ingestion of fish from the 
Crossover Ditch In hv pothetical residents. The \\’(!)E screening conducted as part of the FS concluded 
that human health concerns remained related to ingestion of fish tissue (S.AIC 2008). Based on the FS. 
further protective measures (i.e.. LL^Cs) were required to address the human health concerns at Studv 
.Area 26. The \\’(!)E screening conducted as part of the FS concluded that no concerns to ecological 
receptors remained at Studv .Area 26 (S.AIC 2008).

2.1.14 Building 6- Coke Oven

The Coke (!)ven in Building 6 was partiallv constmcted during the 1950s-era plant update but was 
never finished. The structure included a concrete-covered pit of unknown dimensions beneath a concrete 
slab next to Building 6. Tlie Earth Teclinologv Coiporation (TETC) Communitv Environmental Response 
Facilitation .Act (CERF.A) Report (TETC 1994) identified the pit as a foiTner burning pad where 
transfoiTner oil was poured onto copper wire to burn off the insulation covering the wire. It is not known 
whether the transfoiTner oil contained polv clilorinated biphenv ls (PCBs). Tlie concrete pad is still present: 
however, the pit is not visible.

.A Supplemental RI and baseline risk assessment conducted in 1996 identified arsenic, iron, and 
manganese in soils as C(!)Cs based on umestricted human use (i.e.. assumed residential) and aluminum.
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arsenic, lead, and zinc based on protection of ecological receptors. However, planned and likeh human 
uses of the land (industrial and constmction) were not a concern (SAIC 2001). .An FS was conducted to 
evaluate elevated concentrations of metals in surface and subsurface soils at Building 6 - Coke Oven. The

screening conducted as pail of the FS concluded that concerns to human health remained based on 
unrestricted land use (i.e.. residential) but no concerns for the ecological receptors (S.AIC 2008). Based on 
the FS. further protective measures (i.e.. LUCs) were required to address the residential C(!)C 
(i.e.. arsenic) at Building 6 - Coke Oven.

2.1.15 South Georgia Road Dump

The Environmental Baseline Suivey (EBS) identified a foimer dump area south of Old Georgia 
Road on the southeastern comer of .Area B between Study .Areas 16 and 17 (S.AIC 2000). Debris obseived 
in tliis area included roofing shingles, powder can rings, randomh scattered slag from a nearb\ stud\ 
area, and exposed and pailialh exposed msted dmms. In addition to the visible presence of surface and 
shallow subsurface debris, stressed vegetation was evident in the area. Significant concentrations of 
explosives or lead were not detected in groundwater samples from tliis area compared to other .AL.A.AP 
wells (S.AIC 2001).

Field investigations were conducted in 2001. 2002. and 2004 over a broad area of surface 
disturbance and debris obseived at the site. The field investigations included intmsive sampling tluough 
shallow trenching combined with screening-level soil suive\s for lead using X-ra\ fluorescence (XRF) 
anahses and confiiTnatoiv laboratoiv anahses. The results indicated that the obseived debris was 
predominanth suificial. The debris was not obseived at significant depth at the trenched locations, wliich 
were excavated to bedrock that ranged in depth from 2 to 5.5 feet below land surface (BLS). Tlie XRF 
screening and laboratoiv confiiTnation analyses indicated that the horizontal and vertical extent of lead 
contamination was fulK delineated. Lead modeling was conducted to assess the potential for adverse 
health effects to human health. Blood lead levels for industrial and construction workers at the 
95 percentile were below the target criteria (10 pg dL) for surface and subsurface soil, were deteiTnined to 
be acceptable, and did not indicate the need for site remediation. .Additional soil sampling was conducted 
in 2007 to verifi that volatile organic compounds (A DCs) and semivolatile organic compounds (SA DCs) 
were not a concern at the South Georgia Road Dump. Trace concentrations of A CCs and SA OCs were 
detected in the shallow soil. However, the concentrations were below preliminaiy remediation goals 
(PRGs) established for residential soil (S.AIC 2007). .Although tliis site was not evaluated in the FS. 
implementation of LUCs w ould be required at the South Georgia Road Dump because lead w ould remain 
in soil at concentrations exceeding residential criteria (i.e.. umestricted land use). Further protective 
measures (i.e.. LUCs) were required to address the residential C(!)C (i.e.. lead) at the South Georgia Road 
Dump and were documented and approved as part of the (!)U-7 R(!)D (S.AIC 2010).

2.2 RESPONSE ACTIONS

The initial response actions for a subset of the (!)U-7 stud\ areas were interim remedial actions 
conducted in the 1990s under two separate IRODs (see Table 1-1): 1) Study .Areas 7. 10. and 21 were 
addressed in an IROD for OU-2: and 2) Study .Areas 2. 10. 16. 17. 19. and 22 were addressed in an IROD 
for (!)U-6. The IR(!)Ds for (!)U-2 and (!)U-6 were incoiporated into the (!)U-7 R(!)D as a component of the 
Final Selected Remedy (see Table 1-1). No removal actions or other responses were conducted for these 
stud\ areas prior to the IR(!)Ds.

Note that stud\ .Area 10 was included as a single stud\ area during interim remedial actions. 
Therefore, the (!)U-2 and (!)U-6 IR(!)Ds reference Stud\ .Area 10. Since actual remediation (excavation and 
treatment of soils) was onl\ required in the western part of Stud\ .Area 10. the area was divided into 10\A’ 
and lOE for the Supplemental RI. FS. and (9U-7 R(9D. Tlie (9U-7 R(9D documented that NF.A was 
required for Stud\ .Area lOE.
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OU-7 response actions were conducted for Study Areas 2. 3. 4. 7. 8. lOW. 16. 17. 18. 19. 21. 22. 
and 26: Building 6 - Coke (!)ven: and South Georgia Road Dump. No response actions were necessan for 
(9U-7 Stud\ Areas Stud\ 5. 6. 9. lOE. 20. 25. 27. Gas Station. Transfomier Storage Building. Downed 
UtiliU Poles with Transfonners. Underground Storage Tanks, and Fertilizer and Pesticide Storage 
because risks for these sites are acceptable for W LT^. Therefore, these latter sites are not included in tliis 
FYR(see Table 1-1).

2.2.1 Study Areas 7, 10, and 21 (OU-2) IROD RAOs and Remedy Components

The interim remedy for OU-2 was selected in an IROD dated November 15. 1994. Tlie R.AO for 
tills interim remed\ was to prevent human exposure to soil and sediment contaminated with explosives 
and metals. The remedial design was approved on November 17. 1994. The 1R(!)D remed\ consisted of 
the following.

Incineration Stabilization of Metals- and Exolosives-Contaminated Soil and Sediment
• Clear, suivey. and grid areas: peifomi soil and sediment sampling and analysis to delineate 

contamination by explosives (2.4.6-TNT. 1.3-dinitrobenzene [DNB]. and tetnl) and lead.

• For contaminated areas, excavate soil and sediment until excavation criteria are satisfied, 
screen materials, transport materials to the TIS-20 site in .Area B. and treat materials by 
incineration and or stabilization until treatment and disposal criteria are satisfied.

• Decontaminate oversized materials In cmsliing or shredding and treatment at the TlS-20 site or 
In high-pressure water wasliing and disposal in the backfill area.

• Expand the existing onsite disposal area (i.e.. the NHWF) for final placement of treated 
materials.

• Backfill excavated areas in Stud\ .Areas 6 and 7 and rough-grade to pre-excavated contours: 
backfill Stud\ .Area 21 to the elevation of the surrounding banks of the Red Water Ditch.

• Close the disposal area (i.e.. the NHWF) in accordance with the existing approved peiTnit 
application for treated soil {Treated Soil - Backfill Area Permit Application for the Alabama 
Army Ammunition Plant Stockpile Soils Area Operable Unit. March 1994 [Weston 1994b]).

• Treat contaminated process, sampling, and decontamination wastewaters in the TlS-20 aqueous 
waste treatment s\ stem: reuse water for site dust control and process makeup.

• Conduct confirmatoiy soil and sediment sampling and analysis to ensure that excavation 
criteria have been satisfied.

• Excavated materials that contain asbestos (e.g.. tiles, fragments) will be separated during feed 
preparation activities at the TlS-20 site.

Deactivation and Grouting of Concrete-Encased A'itrified Clav Pipe (A'CP): Excavation. Onsite 
Incineration, and Onsite Disposal of A'CP

• Locate and suivey the existing A'CP sewer lines and manholes.

• Sample overlying soil to deteiTnine compliance with excavation criteria, excavate to the depth 
of the sewer, visualh inspect the interior and exterior of the sewer, remove gross 
contamination, and treat materials at the TlS-20 site or other approved methods and procedures.

• Remove nonencased sewer lines and manlioles. transport materials to the TlS-20 site for 
decontamination In liigh-pressure water wasliing or other approved methods, and dispose of 
decontaminated materials in the backfill area (i.e.. the NHWL).
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• Sample and analyze soil around sewer lines and manholes for contamination and excavate as 
necessaiy to acliieve excavation criteria.

• Screen and transport contaminated soil and sediment to the TIS-20 site for treatment by 
incineration and or stabilization.

• Where sewer lines are encased in concrete. visualK inspect the interior, remove gross 
contamination, treat materials at the TIS-20 site or b\ other approved methods and procedures, 
water wash, and grout cement in place after decontamination.

• Where lines are cmshed or broken, visualh inspect and remove gross contamination, excavate 
oversized ( 2-inch) materials, transport oversized materials to the TIS-20 site and 
decontaminate for disposal in onsite backfill, blend undersized materials with sunounding soil 
using approved methods, and transport materials to the TIS-20 site for treatment by incineration 
and or stabilization.

• Portions (10 percent) of the decontaminated \'CP will be tested to ensure adequate 
decontamination. .Although not expected, if adequate decontamination cannot be demonstrated 
using Webster’s Reagent (due to the porosirt of the pipe), a portion of the decontaminated pipe 
will be cmshed and analyzed for parameters outlined in the excavation criteria. If Webster’s 
Reagent is used, there is no numerical quantifiable decontamination criterion. .A change of 
color will indicate that 2.4.6-TNT is present at concentrations above 15 pg cm".

• If decontamination criteria are exceeded, the piping will be decontaminated again, tested, and 
disposed of in the backfill area if criteria are satisfied. Decontaminated piping that fails to meet 
the decontamination criteria after two water wasliings will be cmshed. blended with 
contaminated soil, treated at the TIS-20 site, and disposed of in the onsite backfill area.

• Conduct confirmaton soil sampling around and below the removed pipe to ensure that 
excavation criteria are satisfied.

Tlie performance standards for (!)U-2 are listed in Tables 2-1 and 2-2.

Table 2-1. Excavation Cleanup Goals for OU-2 and OU-6 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, Childersburg, Alabama

Compound/
Compound/Analyte

Excavation Criteria (mg/kg)
Analyte Class Area B Soil, OU-2 Area B Soil, OU-6

Explosives

1,3-DNB >1 >1
2,4-DNT .... >356
2,6-DNT .... >356
Tetryl >5,000 >5,000
1,3,5-TNB .... >36.7
2,4,6-TNT >647 >348

Metals (total) Lead >500 >400

Source: OU-2 IROD (Weston 1994a) and OU-6 IROD (Weston 1996a).
DNB = Dinitrobenzene
DNT = Dinitrotoluene
IROD = Interim Record of Decision
OU = Operable Unit
Tetryl = Trinitrophenylmethyinitramine
TNB = Trinitrobenzene
TNT = Trinitrotoluene
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Table 2-2. Disposal Criteria for OU-2 and OU-6 Incinerated Material 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, Childersburg, Alabama

COC Concentration Units
Explosives I

2,4,6-TNT <1 mg/ks
1 Metals'' 1

Arsenic <5 mq/L
Barium <100 mq/L
Cadmium <1 mq/L
Chromium <5 mq/L
Lead <5 mq/L
Mercurv <0.2 mq/L“
Silver <5 mq/L
Selenium <1 mq/L

Source: OU-2 IROD (Weston 1994a) and OU-6 IROD (Weston 1996a).
^ Concentrations for metals are for the TCLP extract.
° 4 mg/kg using the total metals analytical method.
COC = Chemical of Concern
IROD = Interim Record of Decision TCLP = Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure
OU = Operable Unit TNT = Trinitrotoluene

2.2.2 Study Areas 2, 10, 16, 17, 19, and 22 (OU-6) IROD RAOs and Remedy Components

The interim remedy for OU-6 was selected in an IROD dated October 20, 1996. The RAO was to 
prevent human exposure to soil and sediment contaminated with explosives and metals. EPA approved 
the interim remedy on March 27, 1997, and it consisted of the following:

• Clear, survey, and grid areas; perform soil and sediment sampling and chemical analysis to 
delineate explosives and metals contamination.

• Use ground-penetrating radar or test pits to locate suspected burning trenches in Study Areas 16 
and 19.

• For contaminated areas (except Study Area 22), excavate soil until excavation criteria are 
satisfied, transport materials to the TIS-20 site in Area B, treat materials by incineration and/or 
stabilization until treatment and disposal criteria are satisfied, and dispose of treated material in 
the onsite backfill area (i.e., the NHWL). Study Area 22 will be addressed using an engineered 
landfill cap in accordance with the remedial option identified in the Draft Final FS 
(SAIC 1996b).

• If necessary, expand the existing onsite disposal area (i.e., the NHWF) for final placement of 
treated materials.

• Decontaminate oversized materials by crushing or shredding and treatment at the TIS-20 site or 
by high-pressure water washing; dispose of in the backfill area (i.e., the NHWF).

• Treat contaminated process, sampling, and decontamination wastewaters in the TIS-20 aqueous 
waste treatment system; reuse water for site dust control and process makeup.

• Conduct confirmatory soil and sediment sampling and chemical analysis to ensure that 
excavation criteria have been satisfied.

• Backfill excavated areas with uncontaminated borrow soil and rough-grade to pre-excavated 
contours.

• Close the onsite disposal area (i.e., the NHWL) in accordance with the existing approved 
permit application for treated soil {Treated Soils - Backfill Area Permit Application for the 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant Stockpile Soils Area Operable Unit [Weston 1994b] and
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Treated Soils — BachfiU Area No. 2 Permit Application for the Alabama Army Ammunition 
Plant Stockpile Area Operable Unit [Weston 1994c]).

• Test portions of the decontaminated concrete slabs or structures to ensure adequate 
decontamination. If Webster’s Reagent is used, there is no numerical quantifiable 
decontamination criterion. A change of color will indicate that 2,4,6-TNT is present at 
concentrations above 15 pg/cm^.

The selected remedy for the Study Area 22 Demolition Debris Landfill, an OU-6 study area, was an 
engineered cap. The cap was constructed in accordance with the remedial option identified in the Draft 
Final FS (SAIC 1996b).

The performance standards for OU-6 are listed in Tables 2-1 and 2-2.

2.2.3 OU-7 RAOs and Remedy Components

The RAOs for OU-7 are as follows:

• Cost effectively reduce the toxicity, mobility, and/or volume of study area chemicals in a 
timely manner to levels that are protective of human health and the environment.

• Minimize exposure risks (i.e., ingestion, inhalation, and dermal pathways) posed to human 
health and the environment through treatment of contaminated media or by providing an 
adequate physical barrier between the contaminated media and the receptor.

• Restore each study area to a condition that is consistent with future land use requirements.

As stated above, the IRODs for OU-2 and OU-6 were incorporated into the OU-7 ROD as a 
component of the Final Selected Remedy for OU-7.

The remedy components for all study areas in OU-7 include the use of LUCs, enforceable use 
restrictions, administrative controls, and inspections to protect human receptors from contact with 
elevated concentrations of COCs in soil (see Table 1-1). The LUCs focus on restricting land use to allow 
for industrial purposes only.

The remedy components for Study Area 2 in OU-7 include the excavation of soil containing PAHs 
above the industrial/construction RGOs; offsite disposal of the soil in a secure landfill, such as a Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Subtitle D landfill; collection of confirmation and waste 
characterization samples; and LUCs to prohibit the residential use of the property (see Table 1-1). Study 
Area 2 was the only area requiring cleanup actions in OU-7. Study Area 2 cleanup levels are provided in 
Table 2-3.

Table 2-3. Cleanup Levels for OU-7 Study Area 2 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, Childersburg, Alabama

Chemical of Concern
Human Health RGO 

(Industrial/Construction)
Benzo(a)anthracene 55 mg/kg
Benzo(a)pyrene 5.5 mg/kg
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 55 mg/kg
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 548 mg/kg
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 5.5 mg/kg
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 55 mg/kg

OU = Operable Unit
RGO = Remedial Goal Option
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2.3 STATUS OF IMPLEMENTATION

Stud\ areas included in tliis FYR have been addressed under IR(!)Ds or R(!)Ds for (!)U-2. (!)U-6. and 
OU-7. Tlie following sections describe the actions completed for each OU.

2.3.1 Study Areas 7, 10, and 21 (OU-2) Remedy Implementation

The remed\ for Stud\ Areas 7. 10. and 21 witliin (!)U-2 was implemented in accordance with the 
OU-2 IROD dated November 15. 1994. Tlie remedy components outlined above were implemented. The 
remedial design was approved on November 17. 1994. Tlie remedial action started on December 19. 
1994. and was completed on .Tuly 1. 1998. Weston submitted the Draft Project Closeout Reports for both 
OU-2 and OU-6 in .Tuly 1998.

Weston sampled Stud\ .Area 7 on 50-foot grids, and samples were screened for explosives. Samples 
also were analyzed for lead. .A screening criterion of 647 mg kg of 2.4.6-TNT was used as the guideline 
for remediation. Based on the Weston investigation, portions of Stud\ .Area 7 that contained explosives 
contamination exceeding 647 mg kg of 2.4.6-TNT were remediated to concentrations of 100 mg kg of 
2.4.6-TNT.

Excavation of soil was conducted at Study .Area 10 bertveen September and December 1995. Tlie 
excavation criterion selected for tetiyl was 5.000 mg kg (Weston 1996b). .A few samples also contained 
lead in excess of the excavation criterion (500 mg kg) (Weston 1996b). .Approximately 13.034 cubic 
\ aids of soil were removed from around the tetiv 1 lines. Excavation was conducted onl\ in the western 
part of Stud\ .Area 10. Explosives-contaminated soil was incinerated and the ash was landfilled. Lead- 
contaminated soil and ash were stabilized and landfilled.

Weston collected sediment samples on transects along the Red Water Ditch (Study .Area 21) 
tluoughout the manufacturing area (Weston 1995b). Tlie sediment samples were analyzed in the 
laboratoiv for seven explosives and lead. Portions of the Red Water Ditch with explosives concentrations 
exceeding 647 mg kg of 2.4.6-TNT were excavated until concentrations in the sediment reached 
100 mg kg of 2.4.6-TNT. Tliis sediment then was incinerated. Sediment samples were collected 
subsequent to excavation for confiiTnatoiy analysis of 2.4.6-TNT. lead, and tetiyl to demonstrate that 
contaminated sediment had been removed.

2.3.2 Study Areas 2, 10, 16, 17, 19, and 22 (OU-6) Remedy Implementation

The remedy for Study .Areas 2. 10. 16. 17. 19. and 22 witliin OU-6 was selected in an IROD dated 
(!)ctober 20. 1996. The remed\ components outlined above were implemented. Remedial actions 
commenced on or about November 4. 1996. based on field screening data records that were available for 
samples collected from the areas identified for excavation witliin OU-6 (QORE 2004). Remediation of 
explosives-contaminated material was completed on .Tanuaiy 18. 1997. In addition, any ash or soil that 
failed the toxicirt characteristic leacliing procedure (TCLP) for lead was stabilized in a pug mill and 
placed in the onsite disposal area. Following completion of remedial actions, the onsite disposal area was 
referred to as the NHWL.

.At Study .Area 2. approximately 185 cubic yards of 2.4-DNT contaminated soils were excavated 
and transported to the TIS-20 for theiTnal treatment. Treated soils were landfilled at the onsite disposal 
area (i.e.. the NHWL). ConfiiTnatoiy samples were collected to demonstrate that the contamination had 
been removed (QORE 2004).

.Although Study .Area 10 was also included in the OU-6 IROD. additional analysis conducted in a 
W(!)E evaluation deteimined that NF.A was needed in the eastern part of Stud\ .Area 10. Tlierefore. no 
remediation was conducted in the eastern portion of tliis stud\ area even though it was initialK included 
in the (!)U-6 IR(!)D. Remedial actions had previousK been conducted in the western portion of Stud\ .Area 
10 as part of the OU-2 IROD.
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Weston conducted a sampling program at Stud\ Area 16 to quantify the extent of explosives and 
lead contamination that SAIC identified in 1996 (SAIC 1996a). Study Area 16 soil in the general areas of 
Burning Pits 2 and 3 was identified for remediation. .All soil with explosives and lead above applicable 
criteria was excavated, transported, and incinerated. Incinerator ash with high lead concentrations was 
stockpiled for future solidification and stabilization. Soil in grid areas with lead contamination only was 
temporarily left in place. Subsequent to Weston’s remediation. ECC conducted additional remediation for 
lead-contaminated soil at Study .Area 16. .All lead-contaminated soil with concentrations in excess of 
300 mg kg was excavated and stabilized using an onsite pug mill. ConfiiTnatoiy samples were collected 
from the excavation to confiiTn that contaminated soil had been removed. The remaining stockpiled 
incinerator ash with liigh lead concentrations also was stabilized (ECC 1998). .A total of 1.500 cubic yards 
of lead-contaminated soil from Study .Areas 16 and 19 were excavated and stabilized.

Weston conducted a sampling program at Stud\ .Area 17 in September 1996 to delineate the extent 
of contamination around hot spots identified during Phase I of the Supplemental R1 (S.AIC 1996a). and 
remediation was conducted. The excavation criterion for 2.4-DNT was 356 mg kg. Post-excavation data 
confiiTned sampling results were below the excavation criterion. Total lead was detected at a maximum 
concentration of 25.6 mg kg. which was well below Weston’s original lead excavation criterion of 
500 mg kg (which pertained to OU-2) and Weston’s revised lead excavation criterion of 400 mg kg 
(which was adopted for (!)U-6).

In 1996. Weston conducted a sampling program at Stud\ .Area 19 to quantify the extent of 
explosives and lead contamination. Sampling showed that 2.4-DNT concentrations were less than 
1 mg kg: however, the maximum lead concentration detected was 566 mg kg (Weston 1996a. 1996e). 
Because the Stud\ .Area 19 soil was contaminated with lead onl\ . it was not incinerated but. rather, was 
left in place for future remediation. Subsequent to Weston’s investigation. ECC conducted remediation 
for lead-contaminated soil at Study .Area 19. .All lead-contaminated soil with concentrations in excess of 
300 mg kg was excavated and stabilized using an onsite pug mill (ECC 1998). Excavation confiiTnatoiy 
samples were collected after completion of excavation activities to confiiTn that contaminated soil had 
been removed. .A total of 1.500 cubic yards of lead-contaminated soil from Study .Areasl6 and 19 were 
excavated and stabilized.

The existing surface of the Stud\ .Area 22 Landfill was cleared and graded prior to the installation 
of a 30-mil polyvinyl chloride (PA'C) membrane liner. The liner was covered with a protective soil and 
grass la\ er that was sloped to drain. Tlie boundaries of the completed landfill cover were suive\ ed and 
marked. Complete details of the Study .Area 22 Landfill closure are contained in the Final Report for .Area 
22. Landfill Cap (ECC 1999). Since closure, the landfill has been fenced to prevent unauthorized access.

Weston submitted the Draft Project Closeout Reports for both OU-2 and OU-6 in .Tuly 1998.

2.3.3 OU-7 Remedy Implementation

Implementation of the remed\ selected for Stud\ .Area 2 in the (!)U-7 R(!)D required excavation and 
offsite disposal of P.AH-contaminated soil at an offsite landfill and implementation of LUCs (S.AIC 
2010). The selected active remed\ for Stud\ .Area 2 was implemented in accordance with the Project 
Plans prepared by SpecPro Environmental Seivices EEC (SES) (SES 2009a) that included a site safert 
and health plan (SSHP). waste management plan, and qualirt control (QC) plan. SES excavated 
approximately 168 cubic yards of P.AH-contaminated soil and disposed of the soil offsite to the Tluee 
Comers Landfill, a RCR.A Subtitle D landfill, in Piedmont. .Alabama. Sixteen confiiTnation samples were 
collected at least 1 foot below the existing grade at the excavated area to confiiTn that the contamination 
was removed. Backfill material was obtained from an onsite bonow pit approximateh 1.100 feet north of 
the excavation area and placed into the excavated area. Further detail, including the excavated soil depth, 
volume, and confiiTnation sample locations and results, is provided in the Project Report for LanJjill
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Maintenance ami PAH ContaniinateJ Soil Removal at the Former Alabama Army Ammunition Plant 
(SES 2009b).

A LUC Implementation Plan (LUCIP) (Revision 01) has been prepared and implemented to meet 
the objectives of the LUC remedy described in the OL^-7 ROD (Leidos 2018). In addition to the OL^-7 
ROD objectives, the LLUIP (Revision 01) identifies three additional instruments that contain restrictions 
on the ALAAP - Area B propei1>. Tliese instmments are the following: the Quitclaim Deed, which 
transfened ALAAP - Area B to the cit> of Cliildershurg: the subsequent Environmental Covenant 
developed In the LRA pursuant to the Alabama L^nifoiTn Environmental Covenants Act (AL^CA) and 
the regulations promulgated thereunder: and Cliildershurg LRA (!)idinance No. 1078. Annual inspections 
are peifomied at ALAAP - Area B as required In the LL^CIP. The LL^Cs and additional restrictions 
placed on ALAAP - Area B that pertain to the subject of this PVR (i.e.. OL^-7 ROD study areas) are 
summarized in Table 2-4. The table summarizes the LLUs and restrictions according to each of the four 
instruments described above.
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Table 2-4. Summary Table of LUCs and Restrictions for OU-7 ROD Study Areas 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, Childersburg, Alabama

Media, Engineered Controls, 
and Areas that Do Not Support 

UU/UE Based on Current 
Conditions for OU-7 ROD 

Study Areas

LUCs or 
Restrictions 

Needed

LUCs or 
Restrictions 

Called for in the 
OU-7 ROD or 

Additional 
Instruments Impacted Parcels Objective of LUC or Restriction

Title of 
Instrument 

Implemented 
(and date)

Soil/Sediment - Study Areas 2,
3, 4, 7, 8, 10W, 16, 17, 18, 19, 
21,22, 26, Building 6 - Coke 
Oven, South Georgia Road
Dump

Yes Yes Study Areas 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 
low, 16, 17, 18, 19,21,22, 
26, Building 6 - Coke Oven, 
South Georgia Road Dump

LUCs shall be implemented to prevent future 
residential use of the study areas.
Residential purposes include residential 
housing, elementary and secondary schools, 
and child care facilities.

ALAAP-Area B 
OU-7 ROD

Tissue in fish found in surface 
water - Study Areas 21 and 26

Study Areas 21 and 26 Signs shall be posted to warn against 
consumption of fish tissue from Study Areas
21 and 26.

Soil/Sediment - Study Areas 2,
3, 4, 7, 8, low, 16, 17, 18, 19,
21, 26, Building 6 - Coke Oven, 
South Georgia Road Dump

Study Areas 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 
low, 16, 17, 18, 19, 21,26, 
Building 6 - Coke Oven,
South Georgia Road Dump

The effectiveness of LUCs shall be 
monitored through performance of annual 
inspections.

Soil - Study Area 22 Study Area 22 LUCs shall be implemented to prevent 
excavation, digging, drilling, or other activities 
that may damage the landfill cap within Study 
Area 22 (Demolition Landfill).

Soil - Study Area 22 Study Area 22 Effectiveness of the LUCs at Study Area 22 
(Demolition Landfill) shall be monitored 
through annual inspections.

Soil - Study Area 22 Study Area 22 Damage to the landfill cap at Study Area 22 
(Demolition Landfill) shall be monitored 
through annual inspections. Maintenance of 
the cap shall be conducted.

Soil/Sediment - All of Area B Yes Yes All of Area B The property is intended to be used as an 
industrial park with ancillary commercial, 
recreational, and natural habitat areas.

Quitclaim Deed 
(April 2003)

Soil/Sediment - All of Area B All of Area B The property shall be used solely for 
commercial and industrial purposes that 
include, but are not limited to, 
administrative/office space, manufacturing, 
warehousing, restaurants, hotels/motels, and 
retail activities.
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Table 2-4. Summary Table of LUCs and Restrictions for OU-7 ROD Study Areas 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, Childersburg, Alabama (Continued)
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Media, Engineered Controls, 
and Areas that Do Not Support 

UU/UE Based on Current 
Conditions for OU-7 ROD 

Study Areas
Soii/Sediment - All of Area B

LUCs or 
Restrictions 

Needed

LUCs or 
Restrictions 

Called for in the 
OU-7 ROD or 

Additional 
Instruments

Groundwater-All of Area B

Soil/Sediment - All of Area B

Soil - NHWL

NHWL

Soil-NWHL

Soil - Asbestos Repository

Soil - Asbestos Repository

Impacted Parcels Objective of LUC or Restriction
All of Area B The property shall not be used for residential 

purposes that include, but are not limited to, 
housing, day care facilities, schools 
(excluding education and training programs 
for persons over 18 years of age), and 
assisted living facilities.

All of Area B Access or use of groundwater underlying 
ALAAP - Area B is prohibited without the 
prior written approval of the Army, ADEM, 
and EPA.

All of Area B Excavation, digging, drilling, or other 
disturbance of the soil is prohibited without 
an approved excavation plan that includes 
contingencies that define the actions to be 
taken if groundwater or contaminated soil is 
encountered. The excavation plan must be 
approved by the Army and EPA (in 
consultation with ADEM).

NHWL Excavation, digging, drilling, or other 
activities that would damage the soil cover 
and liner of the NHWL are prohibited.

NHWL Maintenance of the fence and signs is 
required at the NHWL.

NHWL The owner shall promptly notify the Army of 
any breaches in the landfill soil cover.

Asbestos Repository Excavation, digging, drilling, or other 
activities that would damage the cap on the 
Asbestos Repository are prohibited.

Asbestos Repository The owner shall promptly notify the Army of 
any breaches in the cap of the Asbestos 
Repository.

Title of 
Instrument 

Implemented 
(and date)



Table 2-4. Summary Table of LUCs and Restrictions for OU-7 ROD Study Areas 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, Childersburg, Alabama (Continued)
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Media, Engineered Controls, 
and Areas that Do Not Support 

UU/UE Based on Current 
Conditions for OU-7 ROD 

Study Areas

LUCs or 
Restrictions 

Needed

LUCs or 
Restrictions 

Called for in the 
OU-7 ROD or 

Additional 
Instruments Impacted Parcels Objective of LUC or Restriction

Title of 
Instrument 

Implemented 
(and date)

Soil - Study Area 22 - 
Demolition Landfill

Study Area 22 - Demolition 
Landfill

Excavation, digging, drilling, or other 
activities that would damage the cap on
Study Area 22 (Demolition Landfill) are 
prohibited.

Soil - Study Area 22 - 
Demolition Landfill

Study Area 22 - Demolition 
Landfill

The owner shall promptly notify the Army of 
any breaches in the cap on Study Area 22 
(Demolition Landfill).

Soil - South Georgia Road
Dump

South Georgia Road Dump Excavation, digging, drilling, or other 
activities that may interfere with the Army’s 
remediation of the South Georgia Road
Dump are prohibited until the time that the 
remediation activities are complete and the 
Remedial Action Report is approved by the 
regulatory agency.

Soil/Sediment - All of Area B Yes Yes All of Area B Property is restricted to commercial and 
industrial purposes only. Commercial and 
industrial uses include, but are not limited to, 
administrative/office space, manufacturing, 
warehousing, restaurants, hotels/motels, and 
retail activities.

AUECA
Environmental
Covenant

Soil/Sediment - All of Area B All of Area B The property shall not be used for residential 
purposes that include, but are not limited to, 
housing, day care facilities, schools 
(excluding education and training programs 
for persons over 18 years of age), and 
assisted living facilities. Playgrounds 
associated with commercial or industrial uses 
will not be permitted.

Groundwater - All of Area B All of Area B Access or use of groundwater underlying the 
property for any purpose is prohibited without 
the prior written approval of the city of 
Childersburg, the Army, ADEM, and EPA.

Soil/Sediment - All of Area B All of Area B The owner shall send written notification to 
the city of Childersburg, ADEM, the Army, 
and EPA following transfer of a specified
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Table 2-4. Summary Table of LUCs and Restrictions for OU-7 ROD Study Areas 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, Childersburg, Alabama (Continued)
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Media, Engineered Controls, 
and Areas that Do Not Support 

UU/UE Based on Current 
Conditions for OU-7 ROD 

Study Areas

LUCs or 
Restrictions 

Needed

LUCs or 
Restrictions 

Called for in the 
OU-7 ROD or 

Additional 
Instruments Impacted Parcels Objective of LUC or Restriction

Title of 
Instrument 

Implemented 
(and date)

interest in, or concerning proposed changes 
in use of, applications for building permits for, 
or proposals for any site work affecting the 
contamination on the Property.

Soil/Sediment - All of Area B All of Area B On the anniversary of the date the AUECA 
Environmental Covenant was signed by the 
city of Childersburg, the owner shall submit 
an annual report to EPA and ADEM detailing 
the compliance, and any lack of compliance, 
with the terms of the Covenant.

Soil/Sediment - All of Area B Yes Yes All of Area B A city ordinance is in place that prohibits the 
development of playgrounds associated with 
commercial or industrial use.

City of Childersburg 
Ordinance No. 1078
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ADEM = Alabama Department of Environmental Management
AUECA = Alabama Uniform Environmental Covenants Act
AI-AAP = Alabama Army Ammunition Plant
EPA = U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
LUC = Land Use Control
NHWL = Non-Hazardous Waste Landfill
OU = Operable Unit
ROD = Record of Decision
UU/UE = Unlimited Use/Unrestricted Exposure



3. PROGRESS SINCE THE LAST REVIEW

This section includes the protectiveness determinations and statements from the Third FYR 
(Table 3-1) as well as the recommendations from the Third FYR and the current status of those 
recommendations (Table 3-2). As part of the regulatory review of the Third FYR, EPA and the Army 
were not in agreement regarding the Protectiveness Statements nor in the recommendations presented in 
the document. EPA prepared a letter, dated September 5, 2013,that included changes they requested to be 
made to the Protectiveness Statements and recommendations. This letter is included in Attachment A. The 
final version of the Third FYR contained the Protectiveness Statements and recommendations prepared 
by the Army. The September 5, 2013 letter from EPA to the Army contained the Protectiveness 
Statements and recommendations prepared by EPA. Because EPA and the Army did not resolve the 
Protectiveness Statements and recommendations from the Third FYR, both sets are provided below in 
Tables 3-1 and 3-2.

Additional correspondence between EPA and the Army on the Protectiveness Statements and 
recommendations included a response letter prepared by the Army, dated April 2, 2014, and a follow-up 
letter from EPA to the Army, dated May 20, 2014. The additional correspondence is included in 
Attachment A. ADEM’s letter, dated June 17, 2013, stating approval of the Third FYR, is also included in 
Attachment A.

Table 3-1. Protectiveness Determinations/Statements from the Third FYR 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, Childersburg, Alabama

Protectiveness 
OU# Determination Protectiveness Statement

Army Determination/Statements Presented in the Final Third FYR
Protective The remedy for OU-1 is protective of human health and the environment. Although an RAO 

was not specifically indicated in the OU-1 ROD, the OU-1 ROD was incorporated in the OU-7 
ROD as a component of the Final Selected Remedy, and RAOs for OU-1 are included in the 
OU-7 ROD. The stated remedial action goal in the OU-1 ROD was the elimination of site 
risks by treating the COCs in accordance with ARARs and regulations to achieve overall 
protection of human health and the environment. The remedial action goal in the OU-1 ROD 
and the RAOs in the OU-7 ROD were met by implementation of the selected remedy. 
Stockpiled soil was incinerated to meet the treatment standards, and the incineration wastes 
were isolated in the NHWL. ACMs were separated and properly disposed of offsite. Although 
institutional controls for the NHWL were not specified in the decision documents, institutional 
controls for OU-1 are specified in the OU-7 ROD, and land use restrictions and a LUCIP were 
incorporated into the FOSET and into the Quitclaim Deed transferring the property to the city 
of Childersburg. In addition, pursuant to AUECA (Ala. Code Sections 35-19-1 to 35-19-14 [as 
amended]) and the regulations promulgated thereunder, the LRA developed an 
Environmental Covenant, which was recorded in the Talladega County Court on May 28, 
2013. The Environmental Covenant restricts use of the property to commercial and industrial 
purposes and not for residential purposes without vwitten approval of the Army, ADEM, and 
EPA. The Environmental Covenant is a layer of LUCs in addition to the selected remedy. 
Inspections of the site and interviews conducted for this FYR indicate that the LUCs in the 
deed are being enforced as intended and are effective.

Protective The remedy for OU-2 is protective of human health and the environment. Although an RAO 
was not specifically indicated in the OU-2 IROD, the OU-2 IROD was incorporated in the 
OU-7 ROD as a component of the Final Selected Remedy, and RAOs for OU-2 are included 
in the OU-7 ROD. The RAO for OU-2 in the OU-2 IROD was to prevent human exposure to 
soil and sediment contaminated with explosives and metals. The RAO was met by 
implementation of the selected remedy. Soil, sediment, and sewer system components were 
excavated, incinerated, and stabilized (if required), and the incineration wastes were isolated 
in the NHWL. Samples were collected from excavated areas, thus confirming that excavation 
standards specified in the OU-2 IROD and, subsequently, the RAOs in the OU-7 ROD, were 
met. Although changes in risk values and risk assessment methods have occurred since the
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Table 3-1. Protectiveness Determinations/Statements from the Third FYR 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, Childersburg, Alabama (Continued)

Protectiveness 
OU# Determination Protectiveness Statement

IROD, the mean concentrations of residual contamination are still protective of human health 
in the mandated industrial use for the site. Through the performance of a rigorous ERA, a 
WOE evaluation, and scientific risk management decision making, no ecoCOCs were 
determined to warrant consideration in evaluating additional remedial actions for the site. 
Additional field studies and observations performed for the site continue to show that the 
remedies are protective with regard to ecological risk. The site continues to maintain 
complete terrestrial and aquatic habitat with functioning food webs and food chains.
However, recent land clearing to advance the site as an industrial park renders these 
ecological assessments less meaningful. Although institutional controls for the study areas 
within OU-2 and the NHWL were not specified in the decision documents, institutional 
controls for OU-2 are specified in the OU-7 ROD, and land use restrictions and a LUCIP 
were incorporated into the FOSET and into the Quitclaim Deed transferring the property to 
the city of Childersburg. LUCs for the OU-2 study areas were also included in the ROD for 
OU-7 and will be implemented through a new LUCIP. In addition, pursuant to AUECA (Ala. 
Code Sections 35-19-1 to 35-19-14 [as amended]) and the regulations promulgated 
thereunder, the LRA developed an Environmental Covenant, which was recorded in the 
Talladega County Court on May 28, 2013. The Environmental Covenant restricts use of the 
property to commercial and industrial purposes and not for residential purposes without 
written approval of the Army, ADEM, and EPA. The Environmental Covenant is a layer of 
LUCs in addition to the selected remedy. Inspections of the site and interviews conducted for 
this FYR indicate that the LUCs in the deed are being enforced as intended and are 
effective.

Protective The remedy for OU-6 is protective of human health and the environment. Although not 
stated in the OU-6 IROD, the OU-6 IROD was incorporated in the OU-7 ROD as a 
component of the Final Selected Remedy, and RAOs for OU-2 are included in the OU-7 
ROD. The RAO for OU-6 in the OU-6 IROD was to prevent human exposure to soil and 
sediment contaminated with explosives and metals. The RAO was met by implementation of 
the selected remedy. Soil was excavated, incinerated, and stabilized (if required), and the 
incineration wastes were isolated in the NHWL. Samples were collected from excavated 
areas, thus confirming that excavation standards in the OU-6 IROD and, subsequently, the 
RAOs in the OU-7 ROD, were met. The landfill at Study Area 22 was covered with an 
engineered cap. Although changes in risk values and risk assessment methods have 
occurred since the IROD, the mean concentrations of residual contamination are still 
protective of human health in the mandated industrial use for the site. Through the 
performance of a rigorous ERA, a WOE evaluation, and scientific risk management decision 
making, no ecoCOCs were determined to warrant consideration in evaluating additional 
remedial actions for the site. Additional field studies and observations performed for the site 
continue to show that the remedies are protective with regard to ecological risk. The site 
continues to maintain complete terrestrial and aquatic habitat with functioning food webs and 
food chains. However, recent land clearing to advance the site as an industrial park renders 
these ecological assessments less meaningful. Although institutional controls for the study 
areas within OU-6 and the NHWL were not specified in the decision documents, institutional 
controls for OU-6 are specified in the OU-7 ROD, and land use restrictions and a LUCIP 
were incorporated into the FOSET and into the Quitclaim Deed transferring the property to 
the city of Childersburg. LUCs for the OU-6 study areas were also included in the ROD for 
OU-7 and will be implemented through a new LUCIP. In addition, pursuant to AUECA (Ala. 
Code Sections 35-19-1 to 35-19-14 [as amended]) and the regulations promulgated 
thereunder, the LRA developed an Environmental Covenant, which was recorded in the 
Talladega County Court on May 28, 2013. The Environmental Covenant restricts use of the 
property to commercial and industrial purposes and not for residential purposes without 
written approval of the Army, ADEM, and EPA. The Environmental Covenant is a layer of 
LUCs in addition to the selected remedy. Inspections of the site and interviews conducted for 
this FYR indicate that the LUCs in the deed are being enforced as intended and are 
effective.
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Table 3-1. Protectiveness Determinations/Statements from the Third FYR 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, Childersburg, Alabama (Continued)

OU#
Protectiveness
Determination Protectiveness Statement

EPA Determination/Statements Presented in a Letter from EPA to the Army Dated September 5, 2013
Short-term
Protective

The remedy at OU-1 currently protects human health and the environment in the short 
term because exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are being 
controlled. All soils have been disposed of in the NHWL (the selected onsite disposal 
area), which is capped, fenced, and observed to be maintained, and institutional controls 
are implemented as called for in a LUCIP, FOSET, and Quitclaim Deed transferring the 
site to the city of Childersburg. However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the 
long term, the following actions need to be taken to ensure protectiveness: revise the 
decision document to appropriately select the NHWL as the final disposal location, add 
requirements for monitoring to determine whether the material is leaching from the landfill, 
and select institutional controls as part of the remedy for the NHWL.

2 Short-term
Protective

The remedy at OU-2 currently protects human health and the environment in the short 
term because exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are being 
controlled. All soils, sediment, and sewer system components were excavated, 
incinerated, and stabilized (if necessary), and the incineration wastes isolated in the
NHWL. The NHWL is capped, fenced, and observed to be maintained, and institutional 
controls are implemented as called for in a LUCIP, FOSET, and Quitclaim Deed 
transferring the site to the city of Childersburg. However, in order for the remedy to be 
protective in the long term, the following actions need to be taken to ensure 
protectiveness: revise the decision document to appropriately select the NHWL as the 
final disposal location, add requirements for monitoring to determine whether the material 
is leaching from the landfill, and select institutional controls as part of the remedy for the 
NHWL.

6 Short-term
Protective

The remedy at OU-6 currently protects human health and the environment in the short 
term because exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are being 
controlled. All soils, sediment, and sewer system components were excavated, 
incinerated, and stabilized (if necessary), and the incineration wastes isolated in the
NHWL. The NHWL is capped, fenced, and observed to be maintained, and institutional 
controls are implemented as called for in a LUCIP, FOSET, and Quitclaim Deed 
transferring the site to the city of Childersburg. However, in order for the remedy to be 
protective in the long term, the following actions need to be taken to ensure 
protectiveness: revise the decision document to appropriately select the NHWL as the 
final disposal location, add requirements for monitoring to determine whether the material 
is leaching from the landfill, and select institutional controls as part of the remedy for the 
NHWL.

ACM = Asbestos-Containing Material
ADEM = Alabama Department of Environmental Management
ARAR = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement
AUECA = Alabama Uniform Environmental Covenants Act
COC = Chemical of Concern
ecoCOC = Ecological Chemical of Concern
ERA = U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
ERA = Ecological Risk Assessment
FOSET = Finding of Suitability for Early Transfer
FYR = Five-Year Reviev*'

IROD = Interim Record of Decision
LRA = Local Redevelopment Authority
LUC = Land Use Control
LUCIP = Land Use Control Implementation Plan
NHWL = Non-Hazardous Waste Landfill
OU = Operable Unit
RAO = Remedial Action Objective
ROD = Record of Decision
WOE = Weight-of-Evidence
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Table 3-2. Status of Recommendations from the Third FYR 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, Childersburg, Alabama

ou# Issue Recommendations
Current
Status

Current
Implementation 

Status Description
Completion

Date
Army Recommendations Presented in the Finai Third FYR

2, 6 Institutional controls 
are in place for OU-2, 
OU-6, and at the 
NHWL and 
functioning as 
intended but are not 
called for in the 
decision documents

Reach a decision 
between the Army and 
EPA on how to 
document the LUCs in 
place for the NHWL

Completed LUCs were 
incorporated as a 
remedy component of 
the OU-7 ROD, which 
includes the OU-2 and 
OU-6 study areas.
LUCs were called for 
in the Quitclaim Deed 
and were incorporated 
in the LUCIP.

OU-7 ROD - 
March 2012

LUCIP- 
November 2013

LUCIP (Revision 
01)-June 2018

2, 6 Although 
maintenance and 
inspection
requirements for the 
NHWL are present 
within the LUCIP 
(contained within the 
FOSET), no formal 
maintenance plan 
exists

Instruct the city of 
Childersburg to 
develop a formal 
maintenance plan for 
the NHWL

Completed A maintenance plan 
was prepared by the 
Army for the city to use 
for the NHWL.

NHWL
Maintenance
Plan - 
April 2015

EPA Recommendations Presented in a Letter from EPA to the Army Dated September 5, 2013 \
1, 2, 6, and 
NHWL

NHWL does not 
include monitoring

Establish a periodic 
monitoring program to 
determine whether 
contaminants are 
leaching from landfill

Under
Discussion

Unresolved; even 
though the decision at 
the time of remedy 
selection was to not 
include monitoring 
wells at the onsite 
disposal area (i.e., the 
NHWL), the Army has 
offered to install wells 
as part of an ESD to 
the ROD for OU-7.
EPA initiated a dispute 
regarding the need to 
perform monitoring at 
the NHWL. This 
dispute has not yet 
been resolved.

N/A

1,2,6, NHWL, 
and Asbestos 
Landfills

Institutional controls 
have been put in 
place but are not 
called for in decision 
documents

Appropriately 
document the need for 
institutional controls in 
a decision document

Completed LUCs were called for 
in the Quitclaim Deed 
and were incorporated 
in the LUCIP.

LUCIP- 
November 2013 
LUCIP (Revision 
01)-June 2018

2, 6, NHWL, 
and Asbestos 
Landfills

Maintenance 
requirements 
presented in transfer 
agreements have not 
been developed in a 
maintenance 
planning document 
for use by the city of 
Childersburg in 
ensuring
requirements are met

Develop a formal 
maintenance plan with 
the city of Childersburg

Completed Maintenance Plans 
were prepared by the 
Army for the city of 
Childersburg to use for 
the NHWL and the 
Asbestos Repository.

NHWL
Maintenance
Plan-April 2015 
Asbestos 
Repository 
Maintenance
Plan-April 2015
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Table 3-2. Status of Recommendations from the Third FYR 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, Childersburg, Alabama (Continued)

1, 2, 6, NHWL, 
and Asbestos 
Landfills

Current
Current Implementation

Issue Recommendations Status Status Description
The NHWL and the Revised (sic) the Considered Considered and not
Asbestos Landfills decision documents and not implemented; upon
were not implemented further review of the
appropriately IRODs, the Army
selected in the believes these
remedy decision remedies were
documents for OU-1, clearly selected and
OU-2, and OU-6 there is no need to 

revise documents 
from 20 years ago. 
EPA initiated a 
dispute regarding the 
need to perform 
monitoring at the 
NHWL. This dispute 
has not yet been 
resolved.

Completion
Date

N/A

EPA= U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
ESD = Explanation of Significant Differences
FOSET = Finding of Suitability for Early Transfer
FYR = Five-Year Review
IROD = Interim Record of Decision
LUC = Land Use Control

LUCIP = Land Use Control Implementation Plan
N/A = Not Applicable
NHWL = Non-Hazardous Waste Landfill
OU = Operable Unit
ROD = Record of Decision
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4. FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS

4.1 COMMUNITY NOTIFICATION, INVOLVEMENT, AND SITE INTERVIEWS

(!)n Jul\ 26 and August 2. 2017. a public notice was published in the Daily Home (Talladega. 
Alabama) announcing the commencement of the FYR process for the ALAAP site, providing contact 
information for USAGE, and inviting communit> participation. The public notice is available in 
Attachment B.

Tliis Fourth FYR Report will be made available to the public once it has been finalized. Copies of 
tliis document will be placed in the designated public repositoiv : Earle .A. Rainwater Memorial Libraiv. 
124 Ninth .Avenue S\V. Cliildersburg. .Alabama. 35044. Upon completion of tliis Fourth FA’R. a public 
notice will be placed in the Daily Home (Talladega. .Alabama) to announce the availabilirt of the final 
Fourth FA’R Report in the site document repositoiv .

One Talladega Countv resident responded to the published public notice by telephone. Tlie 
respondent stated that historical infomiation would be found at the Cliildersburg libraiv. The respondent 
also inquired as to how the cancer rate around .AL.A.AP compares to the cancer rate in other parts of the 
countiv . He stated that citizens are concerned about .AL.A.AP because thev need jobs and work in the area. 
The respondent was asked if he wants the industrial park to succeed, and he said \ es. The respondent 
mentioned that soil had been burned on .AL.A.AP and that the public mav not have been aware that the site 
was cleaned up. how it was cleaned up. and when and how effectivelv. The respondent asked if the 
propeilv can be used for industiv . but stated that "the signs say it is contaminated so it can’t be used." He 
asked if some parts could be used.

The .Aniiv prepared a response to the Talladega Countv resident and sent the response to liim. The 
comment and response are provided in .Attachment C.

.A group of citv of Cliildersburg and Talladega Countv communitv leaders submitted a letter to the 
.Aniiy. in response to the public notice invitation for comments. Tlie letter is provided in .Attachment C. 
The communitv leaders, who are representing the commercial interests of the citv of Cliildersburg. have 
significant concerns and strenuouslv object to the warning signs placed across the .AL.A.AP - .Area B 
propeilv. Thev are concerned about the number of signs and that the signs are driving awav potential 
commercial interests in the propeitv. The communitv leaders expressed that multiple controls are in place 
to ensure the land use restrictions are adhered to and that the signs are repetitious and not necessaiv to 
enforce the LL^Cs. The communitv has requested, from the .Amiv and EP.A. that the signs be removed and 
that the .AL.A.AP - .Area B propeitv be cleaned up so that commercial and industrial development can be 
realized.

The .Aittiv prepared a response to the communitv leaders and sent the response to them. The 
comment and response are provided in .Attachment C.

During the FA’R process, inteiviews were conducted to document anv perceived problems or 
successes with the remedv that has been implemented to date. Tlie results of these inteiviews are 
summarized below.

The citv of Cliildersburg Clerk, the Mav or. and the Talladega Countv Economic Development 
.Authoritv Executive Director were inteiviewed and afforded an oppoitunitv to respond to the questions 
posed on the inteiview record contained in .Attachment D. In general, the responses from each of these 
inteiviewees focused on the negative impact the LL^C warning signs at the studv areas requiring LL^Cs 
were having on prospective entities interested in purchasing .AL.A.AP - .Area B propeilv. Each suggested 
that the signs were a significant contributor in an inabilitv to market the .AL.A.AP propeitv.

Fourth Five-Year Review Report 
ALAAP-Area B

4-1 September 2018



The USAGE Project Manager for ALAAP was inteiviewed and provided the responses contained in 
Attachment D. In general, the responses indicated that the LUCs are working as intended because land 
owners had contacted USAGE to inquire about requirements for conducting excavations and for 
completing excavation plans. Tliis demonstrates that land owners are aware of use restrictions on their 
properties. Several other examples of how requirements of the LUGIP have been followed are also 
provided in the inteiview foiTn.

The .ADEN! Project Manager for .AL.A.AP was inteiviewed and gave the responses provided in 
.Attachment D. In general, the responses indicate that required site documentation has been submitted in a 
timely manner, institutional controls seem to be in order, and the LUGs are maintained.

4.2 LAND OWNER INTERVIEWS

Land owners who have purchased propei1> from the cit> of Gliildersburg since the propeitx was 
transfened from the .AiTn\ to the citx were not reachable In telephone or email. Therefore, letters were 
mailed to each of the five properrt owners along with an inteiview foiTn for completion. Tlie business 
entities and propei1> owners included NuSteel Fabricators (owner - Seven G‘s LEG). Blair Block 
(owner - Blair Block LEG). Koldsteel (Owner - Koldsteel Inc.). DGI South Properties (owner - DGI 
South Properties LEG), and Nippon Oil Lubricants .America (owner - Nippon Oil Lubricants LEG).

.A response was received from Mr. Matt Blair, owner and A'ice President of Blair Block. Nh\ Blair 
said that his overall impression of .AL.A.AP was that it was well-organized, friendh . and helpful. He said 
that the "Notice" signs have not been veiv well-received and that people start rumors about what used to 
be at .AL.A.AP. He answered that he is aware of the use restrictions on the propeitx and that the .AiTn\ has 
been to liis propei1> man\ times and has been extremeh helpful and knowledgeable. He did not have an\ 
plans to purchase additional .AL.A.AP propei1>. nor to sell or lease an\ of his propeitx to another entirt. He 
said that Blair Block still plans to put up a building across from liis existing operation, but the peiTnits 
have not \ et been approved. He was not aware of an\ events, incidents, or activities at the site such as 
vandalism, trespassing, or emergenc\ responses from local authorities. His suggestion regarding the site’s 
management or operation was that perhaps a website could be used where the propeitx owners could be 
infoiTned of when testing is going to occur at the propei1>. He also suggested that the results of testing 
could be published. He acknowledged that perhaps the results of testing are being made public and he is 
not aware of it. He also suggested that the site could provide a list of tilings to do and not do or frequenth 
asked questions about the .AL.A.AP propei1> .

.A response was received from Ms. Son\a Re\nolds. GP(!) and Plant Manager at Nippon (!)il 
Lubricants. Ms. Re\ nolds said that her overall impression of .AL.A.AP was good. She responded that the 
site did not have an\ effects on the Nippon propei1> or the surrounding communirt. She answered that 
she is aw are of the use restrictions on the propeitx. She said that Nippon (!)il Lubricants ma\ have plans to 
purchase additional .AL.A.AP propei1>. or sell or lease properrt to another entirt. although she was not 
specific about which situation would appK to Nippon (!)il Lubricants. Nippon (!)il Lubricants does not 
have an\ plans to drill wells on the propeitx . but the\ ma\ expand in the future. Ms. Re\ nolds indicated 
that she was not aware of an\ events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, trespassing, or 
emergenc\ responses from local authorities. She did not have an\ comments, suggestions, or 
recommendations regarding management or operation of the site.

Tlie letter from the .Ami\ and the completed inteiview forms received from Blair Block and Nippon 
(!)il Lubricants are provided in .Attacliment D.

4.3 DATA REVIEW

There are no data to review. .At tliis time, there is not a groundwater remed\ for .AL.A.AP - .Area B 
(OU-4).
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4.4 SITE INSPECTION

The site inspection for this FYR was conducted on Wednesday. May 24. 2017. In attendance were 
Mike KJidzejs (Leidos). Rupa Price (Leidos). and Mike Cox (Cox Environmental & HydroGeologic). 
Representatives from EPA. ADEM. USACE. and the Aim\ were infoimed of the inspection date 2 weeks 
prior to the inspection and offered an oppoitunitx to participate. The puipose of the inspection was to 
assess the protectiveness of the remed\. The Stud\ .Area 22 landfill was assessed during the inspection. 
Study .Areas 2. 4. 7. 8. lOW. 16. 17. 18. 19. 21. 26. Building 6 - Coke Oven, and the South Georgia Road 
Dump also were obseived. However, vegetation has almost completeh reclaimed these areas from prior 
clearcutting. Tlie Stud\ .Area 22 landfill inspection was peifoimed to check the integrirt of the cover and 
to ensure that the fences and gate provided securirt . The stud\ areas were obseived to deteimine if LUC 
warning signs were still present along roads and to detect any violation of LUCs (e.g.. signs of 
excavation, trespassing, unauthorized use).

The completed site inspection checklist and photographs from the site inspection are provided in 
.Attacliment E. During the inspections of the Study .Area 22 landfill, it was noted that a small section of 
fence was slightK damaged. However, tliis does not threaten the integrirt of the cover or the securirt to 
the landfill. No evidence of significant erosion, slumping, rilling, or other conditions that would question 
the integrirt of the cap w as obseiv ed. Fencing and gates around the landfill w ere intact and locked.

.Annual inspections of .AL.A.AP - .Area B are also peifoimed as required in the LUCIP. The results 
of the 2016 and 2017 LUC inspections are presented in the Land Use Control Inspection Report - 2016 
(Leidos 2016) and the Land Use Control Inspection Report - 2017 (Leidos 2017a). During the reviews, a 
records review, inteiviews with regulatoiv agenc\ and .Aim\ representatives, and a site inspection of 
relevant stud\ areas witliin .AL.A.AP - .Area B showed that the site was generalK in compliance with LL^C 
requirements, with only one minor issue: LLU sign 21-4 could not be located.
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5. TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT

5.1 QUESTION A: IS THE REMEDY FUNCTIONING AS INTENDED BY THE DECISION 
DOCUMENTS?

5.1.1 Question A Summary

Yes. the remedies are functioning as intended by the decision documents. Remedies for the site 
included active remediation, capping of a landfill, and LUCs. Remedies requiring active remediation 
(e.g.. excavation) were completed as planned for in the decision documents (OU-2 and OU-6 IRODs and 
(!)U-7 R(!)D). Sampling was conducted and confiiTned that remedial goals were met. Excavated soil and 
other materials were appropriateh treated and disposed of. Landfilled materials in Stud\ .Area 22 have 
been appropriateh capped, eliminating a route of exposure. Some stud\ areas were remediated onh to 
allow for continued industrial use. and thus. W is not appropriate for these areas. Because of tliis. the 
(!)U-7 R(!)D also selected LUCs as a remed\ component. .A LL^CIP was prepared to document the LL^Cs 
(Leidos 2013). and Revision 01 to the LLUIP (Leidos 2018) has recently been prepared to clarih the 
LL^C inspection requirements. Tlie LL^CIP incoiporated institutional controls that were previoush placed 
on the propei1> as components of the environmental provisions of the Quitclaim Deed that transfened 
.AL.A.AP - .Area B from the .AiTn\ to the cit> of Childersburg. a subsequent .Alabama L^nifonu 
Environmental Covenant, and a cit> of Childersburg ordinance. Inspections of the LLUs and additional 
restrictions are peifoimed annually.

5.1.2 Remedial Action Performance

The remedy for Study .Areas 2. 7. 10. and 21. as selected in the IROD for OL^-2. is functioning as 
intended. The soil and sediment excavated from Stud\ .Areas 2. 7. 10. and 21 were incinerated. .Ash that 
passed TCLP anah sis was placed in the NHW’L. The NHW’L was refened to in the liistorical documents 
as the onsite disposal area or backfill area and was selected as a component of the final remedies of the 
OL^-2 and OL^-6 IRODs. .Any ash or soil that failed TCLP analysis was stabilized and then placed in the 
NHW’L after passing TCLP anahsis. Excavated cla\ pipes from the stud\ areas were handled in an 
identical manner. The contaminated media have been made nonliazardous. as verified tluough TCLP 
testing, and fuilher isolated by placement in the landfill to eliminate tlueats to human health or the 
environment.

The remedy for Study .Areas 2. 10. 16. 17. and 19. as selected in the IROD for OL^-6. is functioning 
as intended. The soil excavated from Stud\ .Areas 2. 10. 16. 17. and 19 was incinerated. .Ash that passed 
TCLP analysis was placed in the NHW’L. .Any ash or soil that failed TCLP analysis was stabilized and 
then placed in the NHW’L after passing TCLP analysis. The contaminated media have been made 
nonliazardous. as verified through TCLP testing, and fuilher isolated by placement in the landfill to 
eliminate tlueats to human health or the environment.

The remedy for Study .Area 22. the Demolition Debris Landfill (OL^-6). as selected in the IROD for 
OL^-6. is functioning as intended. Tlie landfill has been capped with a PA’C geomembrane liner and a 
protective cla\ cap. The contamination source has been isolated from the environment and no longer 
presents a threat to human health and the environment. In addition, the landfill is encircled In fencing 
equipped with a locked gate, thus proliibiting unauthorized access. Inspection of the site revealed the 
landfill cap has been well maintained. .An adequate vegetative cover exists. Mowing has precluded 
advancement of roots to the depth of the membrane. No evidence exists of an\ t> pe of breach of the cap 
by erosion or slumping.

The remed\ for Stud\ .Area 2. selected in the (!)L^-7 R(!)D. is functioning as intended. 
.Approximately 168 cubic yards of P.AH-contaminated soil were excavated and disposed of offsite to the 
Tluee Comers Landfill, a RCR.A Subtitle D landfill, in Piedmont. .Alabama. Sixteen confiiTnation samples
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were collected at least 1 foot below the existing grade at the excavated area to confiiTn that the 
contamination was removed. Backfill material was obtained from an onsite bonow pit and placed into the 
excavated area.

The LUC remedy selected for the OLT-7 study areas (Study Areas 2. 3. 4. 7. 8. lOW. 16. 17. 18. 
19. 21. 22. 26. Building 6 - Coke Oven, and the South Georgia Road Dump) is functioning as intended, 
as described in Section 5.1.4.

5.1.3 System Operations/Operation and Maintenance

The Stud\ .Area 22 Landfill is the onl\ landfill that is pail of a remed\ and requires inspection as 
pail of the FA’R process. Tlie citx of Cliildersburg is responsible for maintenance of the propeitx and the 
landfill. Periodic inspections of the landfill ensure that maintenance is peifoiTned as required. Tlie level of 
effort required to maintain the landfill is primariK a function of w eather, w liich cannot be predicted in the 
long teiTn. During the inspection of the landfill conducted for tliis FA’R. some minor issues were noted: 
how ever, none of the obseivations threaten the integrirt of the covers or the securirt to the landfill.

5.1.4 Implementation of Institutional Control and Other Measures

The Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response Directive 9355.7-18. entitled "Recommended 
Evaluation of Institutional Controls: Supplement to the Comprehensive Five-A’ear Review Guidance."’ 
provides recommendations for conducting FA’Rs for the institutional control component of the remed\. In 
general, the guidance requires that the institutional controls be reviewed to determine if the\ are being 
implemented and control risks as intended.

Institutional controls were selected in the OL^-7 ROD. These institutional controls were selected 
based on restrictions and requirements placed on the .AL.A.AP - .Area B propeitx. .Additional restrictions 
on the propei1> are outlined in the Quitclaim Deed, which transfened .AL.A.AP - .Area B to the cit> of 
Cliildersburg. Likewise, the Environmental Covenant also outlines restrictions placed on the .AL.A.AP - 
.Area B propei1> and a citx of Cliildersburg LR.A (!)rdinance contains a restriction that pertains to the stud\ 
areas included in the OLT-7 ROD. .A LLUIP (Leidos 2013) and Revision 01 (Leidos 2018) have been 
prepared to document the controls required for stud\ areas included in the (!)L^-7 R(!)D. Tlie mechanisms 
for the implementation, monitoring, and enforcement of LLT''s are described in the LLT''IP. The land use 
assumptions made as part of the remed\ decision continue to remain accurate. Tlie pln sical areas that 
require LLT''s and additional restrictions are identified and clearh shown in the LLT''IP. In addition, the 
ROD that details the selection of LLT''s and the LLT''IP are readily available to the public and to properrt 
owners.

Inspections have been conducted and are provided in tliis document. Tlie results of these 
inspections and the results of inteiviews and site inspections (conducted for tliis FA’R) indicate that LLT''s 
are in place and generally effective.

However, it is noted that there have been concerns expressed In the communirt leaders in the citx 
of Cliildersburg and Talladega Counrt that the LET'' signs are driving potential commercial and industrial 
businesses from the area. Tlie\ believe the warning signs have had the unintended consequence of 
proliibiting industrial reuse of the propei1> b\ intimidating potential bu\ers of the propei1> . Tlie 
communirt leaders have requested that the .AiTn\ and EP.A remove the LET'' signs to help lessen 
perceived aaxiert and allow greater interest in use of the propei1> for commerce and industiv.
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5.2 QUESTION B: ARE THE EXPOSURE ASSUMPTIONS, TOXICITY DATA, CLEANUP 
LEVELS, AND RAOS USED AT THE TIME OF REMEDY SELECTION STILL VALID?

5.2.1 Question B Summary
In evaluating human health risk, it is found that most of the remaining site C(!)C exposure point 

concentrations (EPCs) meet the cunent industrial Regional Screening Levels (RSLs). and therefore, are 
protective of human health. The two exceptions where the remaining site C(!)C EPCs in the soils exceed 
the current RSLs include: 1) arsenic in soils at Study Areas 3. 8. 17. 18. 19. and Building 6 - Coke Oven: 
and 2) 2.4-DNT in subsurface soil at Study Area 2. Arsenic occurs naturally in soil and the exceedances 
are modest, with concentrations exceeding the RSL up to t\vo times and exceeding the background 
comparison values up to three times (SAIC 2001). It is believed that the arsenic concentrations in soil are 
more indicative of natural variabilitx rather than site-related contamination.

.A remedial action was conducted at Stud\ .Area 2 as pail of the (!)U-6 IR(!)D. .An area of soil 
containing 2.4-DNT was excavated to meet the criteria of 356 mg kg. .A maximum concentration of 2.4- 
DNT (99.3 mg kg) was detected in the subsurface soil at a location northeast of the excavated area. Tliis 
concentration exceeds the current industrial RSL for 2.4-DNT (34 mg kg) by approximately tluee times. 
However. 2.4-DNT was detected onl\ once in six subsurface soil samples and once in seven surface soil 
samples (at a maximum concentration of 0.48 mg kg) (S.AIC 2001). Tliis single elevated concentration 
detected in the subsurface soil is unlikely to represent a realistic EPC (i.e.. the concentration used to 
calculate risk) because receptors rtpicalh average exposure across an area rather than remaining in one 
location, and because exposure to tliis subsurface soil location would likely involve mixing with the 
surface soil, both of which would seive to reduce risk. For these reasons, it is believed that tliis one 
concentration of 2.4-DNT exceeding the cun ent industrial RSL would not result in unacceptable risk.

In evaluating ecological risk, it is found that there are no concerns related to ecological receptors. 
Tluough the completion of a screening-level ecological risk assessment (SER.A) and BER.A. a WOE 
evaluation, and scientific risk management decision making, no ecoCOCs were detemiined to wanant 
consideration in evaluating additional remedial actions for the site. .Additional field studies in 2013 and 
obseivations from that time until the present have been peifomied for the site and continue to show that 
the remedies are protective with regard to ecological risk. Tlie site continues to maintain tenestrial and 
aquatic habitats with functioning food webs and food chains, but changes to advance the site as an 
industrial park render these ecological conditions less meaningful. In short, the site is not being managed 
for ecological puiposes. but rather for industrial use and economic development. The same risk 
assessment including W(!)E methods remains cunenth applicable and no changes to the outcome would 
be expected.

5.2.2 Human Health Risk
Tliis section addresses the infomiation related to human health risk for Question B.

5.2.2.1 Changes in Toxicity and Other Contaminant Characteristics
To evaluate changes to toxicirt data, a comparison of the toxicirt values used in the R1 to current 

toxicirt values (EP.A 2017a) is presented in Table 5-1. Bolded values indicate changes, wliich are 
described below :

• Changes or addition of inlialation toxicirt values (i.e.. inhalation unit risks [ILHs] and 
reference concentrations [RfCs]) were noted for arsenic (gained an RfC). nickel (gained both an 
ILTl and an RfC). 2.4-DNT (gained an ILTl). and benzo(a)pyrene (change to the ILTl and 
gained an RfC). However, inlialation is a minor exposure route for these chemicals (i.e.. the 
risks are dominated In the ingestion and dermal contact pathwa\s) such that the addition or 
change to the inlialation toxicirt values would have little effect on the overall risks.

Fourth Five-Year Review Report 
ALAAP-Area B

5-3 September 2018



T!
0
c
=r
31

1

(DQ]

73
(D<.(D
s
73(D
•uO
^5-

Table 5-1. Comparison of Historical and Current Toxicity Values for Human Health COCs
ALAAP Operable Unit 7 Five-Year Review 

Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, Childersburg, Alabama

Residential and

Study Areas

Cancer Effects Noncancer Effects
Oral CSF Inhalation lUR Oral RfD Inhalation RfC

Industrial
COCs®

OU-7 CSF 
(mg/kg-day)'^

Current CSF 
(mg/kg-day)'^

OU-7 lUR
mirnY

Current lUR^* 
(vglmY

OU-7 RfD 
(mg/kg-day)

Current RfD 
(mg/kg-day)

OU-7 RfC Current RfC 
(mg/m®) (mg/m®)

Antimony 8 4.00E-04 4.00E-04 -
Arsenic 2,3, 8, 16, 17, 18, 19, B6 1.5 1.5 4.30E-03 4.30E-03 3.00E-04 3.00E-04 1.50E-05
Lead OU-2, OU-6, 4, 8, low, 16, - -SGRD
Nickel 8 - 2.60E-04 2.00E-02 2.00E-02 9.00E-05
1,3-Dinitrobenzene OU-2, OU-6 1 .OOE-04 1 .OOE-04
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 2, OU-6 0.68*^ 0.68'’/0.31 8.90E-05 2.00E-03 2.00E-03 -
2,6-Dinitrotoluene OU-6 0.68'^ 0.68 "/1.5 1 .OOE-03 3.00E-04
Tetryl OU-2, OU-6 1 .OOE-02 2.00E-03
1,3,5-Trinitrobenzene OU-6 3.00E-02 3.00E-02
2,4,6-Trinitrotoluene 7, 16, OU-2, OU-6 3.00E-02 3.00E-02 - - 5.00E-04 5.00E-04 -
Benzo(a)anthracene 2, 8, 16 e e e e 3.00E-02 e e

Benzo(a)pyrene 2, 8, 16 7.30E+00 1.00E+00 8.86E-4' 6.00E-04 3.00E-02 3.00E-04 2.00E-06
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 2, 8, 16 e e e e 3.00E-02 e e

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 2 e e e e 3.00E-02 e e

Dibenzo(a,h)anthrancene 2, 8, 16 e e e e 3.00E-02 e e

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 2, 8, 16 e e e e 3.00E-02 e e.
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Bolded values indicate a change from those used to support the OU- 7 ROD.
ALAAP = Alabama Army Ammunition Plant
COC = Chemical of Concern
CSF = Cancer Slope Factor
DNT = Dinitrotoluene
EPA = U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
IROD = Interim Record of Decision

lUR = Inhalation Unit Risk 
OU = Operable Unit 
RfC = Reference Concentration 
RfD = Reference Dose 
ROD = Record of Decision

^ The source for the chemicals of concern is the 2012 ALAAP Area B ROD (Table 2-19) and the OU-2 and OU-6 IRODs; residential COCs are included to ensure that changes to toxicity do 
not cause residential COCs to become industrial COCs.
^ The source for the current toxicity values is the EPA RSL tables (June 2017) (EPA 2017a).
^ Models were used to assess risk from exposure to lead.
” The CSF for the mixture of 2,4-DNT and 2,6-DNT is used.
® Concentrations are converted to benzo(a)pyrene equivalents and the toxicity values for benzo(a)pyrene are applied.
^The lUR was converted from the inhalation CSF of 3.1 (mg/kg-day)'\



• For benzo(a)p\ rene. the cancer slope factor (CSF) decreased from 7.3 (mg kg-da\) ‘ to 
1 (mg kg-da\ )■'. which would result in lowering the cancer risks associated with 
benzo(a)p\ rene and other carcinogenic PAFIs (cPAFIs) (because cancer risks for other cPAFIs 
are calculated using the benzo[a]p\ rene cancer toxicit> values). The noncancer oral reference 
dose (RfD) for benzo(a)p\rene decreased, wliich would result in an increase to the noncancer 
HI.

• For 2.4-DNT and 2.6-DNT. although the combined CSF of 0.68 (mg kg-da\ )'* remained the 
same, individual CSFs have been developed for each chemical. For 2.4-DNT. the individual 
CSF is 0.31 (mg kg-da\ ) ‘. wliich would result in decreasing the cancer risks relative to the use 
of the combined CSF. For 2.6-DNT. the individual CSF is 1.5 (mg kg-da\ ) ‘. wliich would 
result in increasing the cancer risks relative to the use of the combined CSF. In addition, the
2.6-DNT RfD decreased from 1 10-' to 3 10 mg kg-da\. wliich would result in increasing
the noncancer HI. However, it should be noted that the cunent 2.6-DNT toxicitx values are Tier 
3 provisional toxicitx values and thus are associated with a lower level of confidence and 
ceilaintx than Tier 1 or Tier 2 toxicitx values.

• For tetiyl. the RfD decreased from 1 10 " to 2 lO ''mg kg-da\. which would result in
increasing the noncancer HI. .As with the newer 2.6-DNT toxicitx values, the revised RfD for 
tetiyl is a Tier 3 provisional toxicitx value associated with lower confidence and certaintx.

5.2.2.2 Changes in Risk Assessment Methods and Exposure Assumptions

Changes to HHR.A methods have occuned since the (!)U-2 and (!)U-6 IR(!)Ds and (!)U-7 R(!)D were 
signed. For example, relative bioavailabilitx is cunently taken into account when calculating arsenic risks 
from soil ingestion. In addition, there have been changes to exposure assumptions used in the HHR.A. For 
example, the bod\ weight for the industrial worker has increased wliile the bod\ suiface area exposed to 
soil has decreased. The potential effect of these changes is discussed in Section 5.2.2.4.

5.2.2.3 Changes in Land Use and Exposure Pathways
.As required b\ the environmental provisions of the Quitclaim Deed, the cunent and future land use 

for the site has remained and will continue to be industrial. Cunenth. .AL.A.AP - .Area B is either 
occupied b\ industrial tenants or remains unused. In addition, no change to the zoning of .Area B has 
occuned. Human health and ecological receptors and routes of exposure (e.g.. ingestion, dermal contact) 
have not changed since the time of the (!)U-2 and (!)U-6 IR(!)Ds and (!)U-7 R(!)D. The site conceptual 
model, as it relates to soil contamination and its transport, has not changed since the remed\ was 
completed. .As a result, no actual or potential changes to exposure pathwa\ s have occuned.

5.2.2.4 Changes in Cleanup Goals
The effects of changes to toxicirt values, risk assessment methods, and exposure assumptions can 

be assessed In comparing the cleanup goals used to conduct the remedial actions to cunent risk-based 
concentrations that are protective of human health. Tlie latter are EP.A RSLs for industrial land use 
(adjusted to reflect a target cancer risk of 1 10'' and a target HQ of 1) (EP.A 2017a). Because industrial
land use is the planned future land use at the (!)Us and is the basis for the R(!)D health-based cleanup 
goals, the industrial RSLs were used for comparison. They incoiporate up-to-date toxicirt values, 
exposure assumptions, and risk assessment methods. Tliis comparison is presented in Table 5-2. .As 
shown in the table, cunent industrial RSLs for 2.4-DNT. 2.6-DNT. and tetiv l are lower than the cleanup 
goals used to conduct the remediation.
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Table 5-2. Comparison of Industrial Cleanup Goals to Current Industrial RSLs^ 
ALAAP Operable Unit 7 Five-Year Review 

Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, Childersburg, Alabama

Industrial
cogs'* Study Areas

Industrial 
Cleanup Goal 

OU-2 
(mg/kg)

Industrial 
Cleanup Goal 

OU-6 
(mg/kg)

Industrial 
Cleanup Goal 

OU-7 
(mg/kg)

Current Industrial RSL

Cancer 
TCR = 1E-5 

(mg/kg)

Noncancer 
THQ = 1 
(mg/kg)

Selected
RSL**

(mg/kg)
Lead OU-2, OU-6 500 400 - 800 800
1,3-Dinitrobenzene OU-2, OU-6 1 1 - 82 82
2,4-Dinitrotoluene OU-6 - 356 34* 1,600 34*
2,6-Dinitrotoluene OU-6 - 356 15 250 15
Tetryi OU-2, OU-6 5000 5000 - 2,300 2,300
1,3,5-T rinitrobenzene OU-6 - 36.7 32,000 32,000
2,4,6-T rinitrotoluene OU-2, OU-6 647 348 - 960 510 510
Benzo(a)anthracene 2 - - 55 210 210
Benzo(a)pyrene 2 - - 5.5 21 220 21
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 2 - - 55 210 210
Benzo(k) fluoranthene 2 - - 548 2100 2,100
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 2 - - 5.5 21 21
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 2 - - 55 210 210

•D
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Bolded values indicate the current RSL is lower than the Industrial Cleanup Goal(s).
ALAAP = Alabama Army Ammunition Plant 
COC = Chemical of Concern 
HQ = Hazard Quotient 
OU = Operable Unit
RSL = USEPA Regional Screening Level (June 2017) (USEPA 2017a)
TCR = Target Cancer Risk 
THQ = Target Hazard Quotient
^ The current industrial RSL reflects a target cancer risk of 1 x lO"® and an HQ of 1.

Only industiial COCs are included because the current and future land use is industrial, and cleanup levels v^ere derived only for this land use. 
The selected RSL is the lower of the cancer and noncancer RSL.



However, remediation goals represent an upper limit of acceptable concentrations but do not 
necessarih represent actual concentrations to wliich receptors ma\ be exposed. Tlierefore. EPCs present 
at the stud\ areas following remediation were compared to the cunent EPA industrial RSLs in Table 5-3. 
These EPCs were identified in the Final ALAAP - Area B Supplemental RI (SAIC 2001). Project Report 
for Landfill Maintenance and P.AH Contaminated Soil Removal (for Study .Area 2) (SES 2009b). and 
Results of Investigations for the South Georgia Road Dump Site (S.AIC 2004).

For OU-7. Table 5-3 shows EPCs in soil exceeding the cunent adjusted industrial RSL for arsenic, 
lead, and 2.4-DNT. These exceedances are discussed below :

• .Arsenic EPCs exceed the adjusted industrial RSL of 30 at Study .Areas 3. 8 (subsuiface soil). 
17. 18. 19. and Building 6 - Coke Oven soils, ranging from 41 to 54 mg kg (i.e.. up to 
approximateh rtvo times the RSL). For these stud\ areas, the arsenic data sets were small, such 
that the 95 percent upper confidence limit (UCL) exceeded the maximum detected value or was 
not calculated. However, it is important to evaluate these exceedances in the context of 
background. Tlie .Area B background comparison values for arsenic (i.e.. two times the 
background mean concentration) are 15 mg kg in suiface soil and 42 mg kg in subsuiface soil, 
wliich shows that these maximum detected concentrations onl\ exceed the background values 
by one to tluee times.

• Lead EPCs exceed the industrial RSL of 800 at the South Georgia Road Dump where the mean 
concentration is 964 mg kg in suiface soil and 399 mg kg in subsuiface soil. .Although the 
suiface soil mean concentration exceeds the industrial RSL of 800 mg kg. it is below the 
industrial worker cleanup goal calculated using EP.A’s .Adult Lead Model (1.050 mg kg) (EP.A 
2017b). Tills model is applicable to the FA’R evaluation process because it was used in the past 
to calculate blood lead levels and cleanup goals for the South Georgia Road Dump (S.AIC 
2004) and is cunenth used to calculate blood lead levels and cleanup levels for workers in an 
industrial setting. The lead cleanup level calculations are shown in .Attacliment F.

• The 2.4-DNT maximum detected subsuiface soil concentration of 99 mg kg at Study .Area 2 
exceeds the industrial soil RSL of 34 mg kg by approximately tluee times. In residual soil 
samples (i.e.. soils remaining after the removal action). 2.4-DNT was detected in only one of 
six subsuiface soil samples at a depth of 1 foot BLS. .Although a 95 percent L^CL was 
calculated, the value exceeded the maximum concentration (and thus the maximum was used as 
the EPC for risk assessment). 2.4-DNT was not identified as a suiface soil C(!)C for any land 
use in the OL^-7 ROD. Note that it was detected in one of seven suiface soil samples at a 
maximum detected concentration of 0.48 mg kg.

For (9LT-2. Table 5-3 shows no exceedances. For (9LT-6. Table 5-3 shows the 2.4-DNT EPC in 
Study .Area 2 subsuiface soil (i.e.. 99 mg kg) exceeding the cunent adjusted industrial RSL of 34 mg kg. 
Tliis exceedance was discussed previousK as part of (!)L^-7.

In summaiv. while there have been no changes to land use and exposure pathwa\ s. some changes 
have been made to toxicirt values (Table 5-1). exposure assumptions, and risk methods, based on EP.A 
guidance. Tlie effect of these changes w as assessed in two wa\ s:

• B\ comparing the stud\ area cleanup goals to cunent industrial RSLs (reflecting a target cancer 
risk of 1 UT' and a target HQ of 1) (Table 5-2)

• By comparing the study area EPCs to the cunent industrial RSLs (Table 5-3).
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Table 5-3. Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations^ in Soils to Current Industrial RSLs
ALAAP Operable Unit 7 Five-Year Review 

Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, Childersburg, Alabama

Operable Unit 7

Residential and Industrial 
cogs'* Study Area

Current 
Industrial 
Soil RSL^ 
(mg/kg)

SA 2 Soil 
EPC 

(mg/kg)

SA 3 Soil 
EPC 

(mg/kg)

SA 4 Soil 
EPC 

(mg/kg)

SA 7 Soil 
EPC 

(mg/kg)

SA 8 Soil 
EPC 

(mg/kg)

SA10W Soil 
EPC 

(mg/kg)

SA 16 Soil 
EPC 

(mg/kg)

SA 17 Soil 
EPC 

(mg/kg)

SA 18 Soil 
EPC 

(mg/kg)

SA 19 Soil 
EPC 

(mg/kg)

B6 Soil 
EPC 

(mg/kg)

SGRD Soil 
EPC 

(mg/kg)
Antimony 8 470 - - - 70 - - - - -
Arsenic 2, 3. 8,16,17,18,19, B6 30 21 43 - - 25, 51 (sb) - 27 47/54 (sb) 41 50 (sb) 46 (sb) -
Lead 4, 8, low, 16, SGRD 800/1,050''

- - 477/274 (sb) - 221 (sb) 259 470/253 (sb) - - - - 964/399 (sb)
Nickel 8 22,000 - - - - 11000 - - - - - - -
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 2 34 99 (sb) - - - - - - - - - -
2,4,6-Trinitrotoluene 7. 16 510 - - - 62 (sb) - - 95 (sb) - - - - -
Benzo(a)anthracene 2, 8, 16 210 2.2 - - - 16 - 2.6 - - - - -
Benzo(a)pyrene 2. 8. 16 21 2 - - - 8.9 - 2.8 - - - - -
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 2, 8, 16 210 2.7 - - - 7.7 - 4.4 - - - - -
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 2 2100 0.9 - - - - - - - - - - -
Dibenzo(a,h)anthrancene 2, 8, 16 21 0.5 - - - 0.74 - 0.38 - - - - -
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 2. 8. 16 210 1.2 - - - 4.2 - 1.4 - - - - -

Operable Unit 2

Industrial
COC Study Area

Current 
Industrial 
Soil RSL' 
(mg/kg)

SA 7 Soil
EPC

(mg/kg)

SA10W Soil 
EPC 

(mg/kg)

SA 21 Sed
EPC

(mg/kg)
1,3-Dinitrobenzene 6, 7, low, 21 82 ND/ND ND/ND ND/ND
Tetryi 6, 7, low, 21 2,300 1 0.27/ND (sb) 1 0.86/187 (sb) 1 0.63/180 (sb)
2,4,6-T rinitrotoluene 6, 7. low, 21 510 0.33/62 (sb) ND/0.25 (sb) 0.35/15 (sb)
Lead 6, 7, low, 21 800/1,050'' i 21/37 (sb) 259/62 (sb) 34/30 (sb)

Operable Unit 6^

Industrial
COC Study Area

Current 
Industrial 
Soil RSL** 
(mg/kg)

SA2Soil
EPC

(mg/kg)

SA 16 Soil
EPC

(mg/kg)

SA 17 Soil 
EPC 

(mg/kg)

SA 19 Soil 
EPC 

(mg/kg)
1,3-Dinitrobenzene 2, 16, 17, 19 82 0.055/ND ND/ND ND/ND ND/ND
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 2, 16. 17. 19 34 0.45/99 (sb) ND/15 0.084/ND ND/ND
2,6-Dinitrotoluene 2, 16, 17, 19 15 ND/0.15 ND/0.3 ND/ND ND/ND
Tetryi 2, 16, 17. 19 2,300 ND/ND ND/0.58 ND/ND ND/ND
1,3,5-T rinitrobenzene 2, 16, 17, 19 32,000 ND/ND ND/0.22 ND/ND ND/ND
2,4,6-Trinitrotoluene 2, 16, 17. 19 510 ND/ND ND/95 ND/ND ND/ND
Lead 2, 16, 17, 19 800/1,050'' 71/23 470/253 (sb) 18/16 62/26 (sb)

ALAAP = Alabama Army Ammunition Plant 
COC = Chemical of Concern 
EPC = Exposure Point Concentration 
HQ = Hazard Quotient

PAH = Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbon 
PRG = Preliminary Remediation Goal 
Rl = Remedial Investigation 
ROD = Record of Decision

RSL = Regional Screening Level
SA = Study Area
UCL = Upper Confidence Limit

sb = Indicates subsurface soil; all other concentrations (i.e., those v/ith no indication) are surface soil.
^ The EPC is the lower of the 95% UCL or the maximum detected concentration; EPCs were taken from ALAAP Final Area B Rl, Appendix J (SAIC 2001), ALAAP Project Report for Landfill Maintenance and PAH Contaminated Soil Removal (SES 2009b) (for PAHs at SA 2), and Results of Investigations 
for the South Georgia Road Dump Site (SAIC 2004).
° The source for the chemicals of concern is the 2012 ALAAP Area B ROD (Table 2-19); residential COCs are included to ensure that changes to toxicity do not cause residential COCs to become industrial COCs.
^ Based on a target cancer risk of 1 x 10'^ and a target HQ of 1.
” The EPA RSL is 800 mg/kg; however, the PRG calculated using the Adult Lead Model (EPA 2017b) is 1,050 mg/kg.
® Study Area 22 was not included in this comparison because the capping of the landfill rendered human health exposures to the landfill soil incomplete.
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The comparisons show that most of the remaining site C(!)C EPCs meet the cun ent industrial RSLs 
and therefore are protective of human health. Tlie tw o exceptions are: 1) arsenic in soils at Stud\ Areas 3. 
8. 17. 18. 19. and Building 6 - Coke Oven: and 2) 2.4-DNT in subsurface soil at Study Area 2. However, 
arsenic is naturally occuning in soil and the exceedances are modest, with concentrations exceeding the 
RSL up to bvo times and exceeding the background comparison values up to tluee times. It is believed 
that the arsenic concentrations in soil are more indicative of natural variabilitx rather than site-related 
contamination.

For 2.4-DNT at Study .Area 2. the maximum subsurface soil concentration (99 mg kg) exceeds the 
cunent industrial RSL by approximately tluee times. However, in residual soil samples (i.e.. soils 
remaining after the removal action). 2.4-DNT was detected only once in six subsurface soil samples and 
once in seven surface soil samples (at a maximum concentration of 0.48 mg kg). Concentrations at the 
surface do not exceed the cunent industrial RSL and a realistic subsurface soil EPC (i.e.. the 
concentration used to calculate risk) would likely be significantly lower than 99 mg kg. Tliis is because 
the 99 mg kg represents one sample location and workers are more likeh to average their exposure across 
an area (i.e.. the exposure unit) (where other concentrations are nondetect or significanth lower) rather 
than remain in one place. In addition, exposure to subsurface soil would likely involve mixing of the 
subsurface soil with the surface soil, wliich would result in reducing the EPC. For these reasons, it is 
believed that this one concentration exceeding the industrial RSL would not result in unacceptable risk.

5.2.3 Ecological Risk

Tliis section addresses the infoimation related to ecological risk for Question B. Tlie following is 
exceipted from the Tliird FA’R Report for the site (Leidos 2014) as it remains teclinically accurate. .An 
assessment of the considerations posed by Question B follow s the exceipted text.

.An ER.A defines the likelihood of haiTnful effects on plants and animals and their habitats as a 
result of exposure from chemicals. .An ER.A for the .AL.A.AP - .Area B stud\ areas was conducted as part 
of the Supplemental RI (S.AIC 2001) in accordance with EP.A guidance (EP.A 1997). Steps 1 and 2 of the 
Supeiiund ER.A process (EP.A 1997) involve a SER.A. wliich uses conseivative exposure and affects 
assumptions to identifi chemicals of potential ecological concern (COPECs). .A SER.A for the study areas 
at .AL.A.AP was conducted and identified a variert of metals, organics, and explosive-related compounds 
as COPECs (i.e.. HQs 1) in the surface soil, sediment, and surface water.

Following completion of the SER.A (Steps 1 and 2). a BER.A (Steps 3 tluough 7 of an ER.A) was 
conducted for stud\ areas where the SER.A identified a potential concern. Tliese steps included scientific 
management decision points during the work. .A BER.A uses less conseivative (more realistic, 
site-specific data) exposure and effects assumptions to further evaluate identified COPECs. In addition to 
surface soil, surface water, and sediment data, the BER.A peifomied for .AL.A.AP used site-specific 
biological data, including bioassays, tissue concentrations, and field-obseived effects. For bioassays, soil 
samples were used for earthwomi growth and mortalirt and plant gemiination. sediment samples were 
used for sediment-dweller growth and mortalirt . and surface water samples were used for water-flea 
growth and mortalirt. Bioassa\ results were used directh to help confiiTn ecological risk and especialK to 
establish ecological remedial goal options for soil- and sediment-dwelling receptors. Tissue 
concentrations and field-obseived effects support or provide context and site-specific inputs for the 
BER.A (Steps 3 tluough 7 of an ER.A).

The BER.A identified metals and organics as ecoC(!)Cs (i.e.. HQs 1 with the refined BER.A 
assumptions) for the surface soil, sediment, and surface water media for stud\ areas addressed in the 
Tliird FA’R. The ecoC(!)Cs identified in the BER.A are shown in Table 5-4.
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Table 5-4. Summary of EcoCOCs from the Rl and FS for OU-7 Study Areas 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, Childersburg, Alabama

Study Area Medium
EcoCOCs from

Rl BERA EcoCOCs Following FS WOE

2 - Smokeless 
Powder Facility

Soil

Aluminum

None

Arsenic
Barium

Chromium
Lead

Manganese
Vanadium

Zinc

3 - Sanitary Landfill 
and Lead Facility Soil

Arsenic

None
Cobalt
Lead

Vanadium

4 - Manhattan
Project Area Soil

Aluminum
NoneLead

Zinc
7 - Northern TNT 
Manufacturing Area Soil Lead No further evaluation needed in the WOE because the site 

was remediated

8 - Acid/Organic 
Manufacturing Area Soil

Aluminum

None

Arsenic
Barium
Lead

Manganese
Molybdenum

Nickel
Vanadium

Zinc
lOW-Tetryl 
Manufacturing Area Soil Lead None

16 - Flashing
Ground

Soil

Aluminum
NoneArsenic

Barium

Cadmium Cadmium was eliminated as an ecoCOC following the
WOE as a risk management decision

Copper Copper was eliminated as an ecoCOC following the WOE 
as a risk management decision

Lead

None
Mercury
Nickel

Vanadium
Zinc

Sediment None No further evaluation needed in the WOE because no 
ecoCOCs were identified in the BERA

Surface
Water

Cobalt
NoneIron

Manganese
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Table 5-4. Summary of EcoCOCs from the Rl and FS for OU-7 Study Areas 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, Childersburg, Alabama (Continued)

Study Area Medium
EcoCOCs from

Rl BERA EcoCOCs Following FS WOE

17 - Propellant 
Shipping Area

Soil

Aluminum

None
Arsenic
Barium

Manganese

18 - Blending Tower 
Area Soil

Arsenic

NoneChromium
Manganese
Vanadium

19 - Lead Facility - None No further evaluation needed in the WOE 
because no ecoCOCs were identified in the BERA

21 - Red Water
Ditch

Sediment

Acetone

None

Arsenic
Chromium

Copper
Lead

Manganese
Pyrene

Surface
Water

Aluminum

None
Barium

Carbon disulfide
Iron

Manganese

22 - Demolition 
Landfill Soil

Lead
No further evaluation needed in the WOE because the 
landfill had been capped

Mercury
Nickel
Zinc

26 - Crossover Ditch

Sediment

Acetone

NoneArsenic
Chromium

Manganese

Surface
Water

Aluminum

None
Barium

Iron
Manganese

CERFA Study
Area - Building 6 - ' 
Coke Oven

Soil

Aluminum

None
Arsenic

Lead
Zinc

South Georgia Road 
Dump Soil

Relatively small (0.6 acres), disturbed vegetation exhibiting poor habitat at time 
of Rl, ecoCOCs not established, and HHRA showed lead levels too low for any 
remediation

Note:
Ecological COCs from the Rl are for an HQ >1.
BERA = Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment
CERFA = Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act
ecoCOC = Ecological Chemical of Concern
FS = Feasibility Study
HHRA = Human Health Risk Assessment
HQ = Hazard Quotient

OU = Operable Unit
Rl = Remedial Investigation
Tetryl = Trinitrophenylmethyinitramine
TNT = Trinitrotoluene
WOE = Weight-of-Evidence
- = Not Logically Applicable
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As a result of the BERA. no fuilher evaluation of ecological risk was recommended for soil at 
Stud\ Areas 6. 7. 19. and 22 and sediment at Stud\ Area 16. Tliese sites did not require an\ further 
evaluation based on ecological risks as the sites had alread\ been remediated, no C(!)Cs were present with 
HQs above 10. and bioassay data supported the absence of adverse ecological effects.

Based on the results of the BER.A. further evaluation of ecological risk was conducted and 
presented in the FS for .AL.A.AP - .Area B (S.AIC 2008) for the following (!)U-7 stud\ areas and media 
where HQs were calculated greater than or equal to 10 (for ecoC(!)Cs identified in the BER.A):

• Soil at Study .Areas 2. lOW. 16. and 17
• Surface water at Stud\ .Areas 16 and 21
• Sediment at Study .Area 21.

.A \\’(!)E evaluation was used to help risk managers deteiTnine the appropriate ecoC(!)Cs for further 
evaluation in the .Area B FS. Tliis work entails Steps 3 through 7. and especialh Steps 6 and 7. of the 
eight-step ER.A process (EP.A 1997). Tlie WOE evaluation used the results of the BER.A. as well as 
relevant nature and extent infoiTnation. to select the COCs that were evaluated further in the FS. Media 
included in the W(!)E evaluation for ecoC(!)Cs were soil, surface water, and sediment. Each ecoC(!)C 
identified in soil, surface water, and sediment was evaluated in the W(!)E screening using the following 
eight criteria: 1) known liistoiy of use. 2) frequency of detection. 3) comparisons with background. 
4) confidence in toxicirt data. 5) confidence in ecological exposure data. 6) significance of magnitude of 
risk. 7) ground-tmthing evidence of adverse impacts. 8) habitat availabilirt with likely future use.

Complete descriptions of the W(!)E criteria and the W(!)E evaluations are provided in the Tliird 
FA’R and are summarized in Table 5-4. The WOE evaluation resulted in the elimination of all ecoCOCs 
or a deteiTnination that no further evaluation was needed for specific ecoCOCs.

.An assessment of the considerations posed b\ Question B is presented below .

5.2.3.1 Changes in Toxicity and Other Contaminant Characteristics
No known toxicirt values have changed since the time of the ROD. wliich was finalized in 2010. 

Wliile EP.A has compiled more toxicirt numbers since the RI was prepared in 2001 and published or 
updated them as ecological soil screening levels (ecoSSLs) in 2005. the final eco-SSL values have not 
changed significantly from earlier toxicirt compilations according to the introductions of ecoSSLs that 
EP.A published in 2005. Tlie conseivative nature of the SER.A and BER.A presented in the .AL.A.AP - 
.Area B RI. such as the application of no-obseivable-adverse-effect levels (NO.AELs) and lowest- 
obseivable-adverse-effect levels (L(!).AELs) and the process for deteiTnining an ecoC(!)C at each of the 
stud\ areas investigated in (!)U-7 remains, and what was deteiTnined to be a C(!)C at the time of the RI 
would still be considered a C(!)C. Note that after the C(!)Cs were identified, additional WOE and scientific 
risk management decisions related to the C(!)Cs was applied and documented in the .AL.A.AP - .Area B FS. 
w liich w as finalized in 2008. Tlie results of the analysis showed that none of the earlier COCs remained at 
an\ of the stud\ areas.

5.2.3.2 Changes in Risk Assessment Methods
Risk assessment methods are the same as those used to conduct the SER.A and BER.A in the 

.AL.A.AP - .Area B RI (EP.A 1997) and FS. EP.A uses an eight step procedure consisting of exposure and 
risk assessments (first rtvo steps) followed by additional scientific and risk management decision steps 
(next six steps). First, a conseivative SER.A was peifomied followed by a less conseivative BER.A. These 
mathematical predictions were later followed In a W(!)E anal\ sis that helped risk managers determine the 
appropriate C(!)Cs for further evaluation in the FS. The W(!)E used the results of the risk assessment along 
with other factors, including liistoiy of use. chemical concentration data, exposure, possible effects, and 
land use for the evaluation. Together, an overall conclusion was reached whether the C(!)C was retained 
and evaluated in the FS.
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5.2.3.3 Changes in Exposure Pathways
The exposure assumptions and exposure pathwa\ s are the same as those used for the BERA and RI 

and documented in the ALAAP - Area B R(!)D. wliich was finalized in 2010. Tlie exposure assumptions 
and exposure pathwa\s are also the same as those discussed in the Tliird FYR. wliich had a triggering 
action date of June 19. 2013. The Tliird FYR document was finalized in .Tanuaiy 2014. Exposure 
concentrations were and have continued to be the maximum concentration for initial screening and the 
95'^' percentile for later screening. In cases where a 95“' percentile is not available, mean concentrations 
were (and would be) used in the BER.A. The exposure pathwa\ s and other exposure mechanisms were 
and have continued to be ingestion of food and water and contact. Exposure for both tenestrial food 
chains and aquatic exposure were determined to be pail of the .AL.A.AP - .Area B BER.A. Tliis also 
included the use of bioaccumulation factors. The cunent and future land use is industrial, which has not 
changed since the BER.A and RI have been prepared. Ecological receptors and routes of exposure have 
not changed nor needed to be changed since the BER.A and RI have been prepared.

5.2.3.4 Expected Progress Toward Meeting RAOs
It was shown in the last FA’R that all C(!)Cs from the SER.A and BER.A were not applicable. It was 

concluded after conducting the \\’(!)E evaluation (steps 3 tluough 7 of the eight-step ER.A process) and 
risk management (step 8) considerations that there is no unacceptable risk. This means there is no need 
for R.A(!)s for protection of ecological resources.

5.2.3.5 Emergence of Industrial Land Use
.As stated, future land use at .AL.A.AP - .Area B is planned to be industrial or commercial. In concert 

with tliis land use. the Cliildersburg ER.A has peifonned clear-cutting across almost all of .AL.A.AP - 
.Area B and parcels have been developed for industiv . Even if portions of a forest at a given stud\ area 
have not been removed, the remaining habitat is still subject to the definitions and implications of 
commercial and industrial land use. Thus, the paramount concern for the land at (!)U-7 is operation of 
businesses and enterprises with lower attention to the protection and propagation of wildlife at .AL.A.AP - 
.Area B or at an\ of the (!)U-7 stud\ areas. Tlie standard of protection of ecological resources (assuming 
wildlife management was paramount) on wliich the ER.A was based no longer applies to the stud\ areas. 
The conseivative exposure and other assumptions are no longer applicable at (!)U-7 and the stud\ areas 
are not logicalh considered places to protect soleh for the use of ecological receptors. The land is not 
being managed for ecological resources but rather for industrial use and economic development.

5.3 QUESTION C: HAS ANY OTHER INFORMATION COME TO LIGHT THAT COULD 
CALL INTO QUESTION THE PROTECTIVENESS OF THE REMEDY?

Historical documents addressing .AL.A.AP - .Area B indicate that .ACM was used extensively in the 
forni of transite siding and roofing materials and in insulating wrappings for tanks, steam lines, and hot 
water lines in both the process and support facilities. Demolition of site facilities resulted in the spreading 
of asbestos across some study areas (D.A 1978. ESE 1981. 1986). .Available documentation also indicates 
that some efforts were taken In the .AiTn\ to remediate asbestos.

In the winter spring of 2017. the .AiTn\ undertook an effort to determine if .ACM was present on the 
ground surface at .AL.A.AP - .Area B. and if present, to document its location and horizontal extent. During 
the inspection, areas of .ACM were identified and mapped (Leidos 2017b). Tlie report for this 
investigation documented that .ACM was present in van ing amounts across .AL.A.AP - .Area B. The .AiTn\ 
conducted asbestos abatement measures from Januaiv tluough .April 2018to remove all .ACM from the 
ground surface (SCMC 2018a. 2018b). .Although all of the exposed .ACM has been removed from the site, 
it is possible that there are pieces of .ACM remaining under soil, sediment, and organic matter deposited 
over the decades since stmctures were demolished that ma\ become exposed in the figure. It is unknown 
if the remaining .ACM poses a human health risk because a risk assessment has not been conducted.
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6. ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS

Issues and Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review:

OU-7

Issue Category: Changed Site Conditions

Issue: Although abatement was conducted to remove ACM from the ground 
surface at ALAAP - Area B, it is possible that there are pieces of ACM remaining 
under soil, sediment, and organic matter deposited over the decades since 
structures were demolished. The degree of human exposure to this ACM is 
unknown.

Recommendation: Evaluate whether the current and likely future activity at
ALAAP - Area B could result in human exposure to ACM above a level of 
concern for commercial/industrial receptors.

Affect Current 
Protectiveness

Affect Future 
Protectiveness

Party
Responsible Oversight Party Milestone Date

Yes Yes Army ADEM/EPA 3/1/2021
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7. PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT

Protectiveness Statement(s)

Operable Unit:
OU-7

Protectiveness Determination:
Protectiveness Deferred

Addendum Due Date 
(if applicable): March 
2021

A protectiveness determination cannot be made at this time. Additional time is needed to 
determine if the current and likely future activity at ALAAP - Area B could result in human exposure to 
ACM above a level of concern for commercial/industrial receptors. It is expected that these actions will 
take approximately 24 months to complete. At that time, a protectiveness determination will be made.
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8. NEXT REVIEW

The next FYR report for the ALAAP - Area B Supeiiund Site is required 5 \ears from the 
completion date of this review. Tliis FYR is required to be completed In September 5. 2018.
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ATTACHMENT A

EPA, ADEM, AND ARMY CORRESPONDENCE RELATED TO 2013 FIVE YEAR REVIEW



Lance R. LeFleur
Director ADENAlabama Department of Environmental Management 

adem.alabama.gov
1400 Coliseum Blvd. 36110-2400 ■ Post Office Box 301463 

Montgomery, Alabama 36130-1463 
(334)271-7700 ■ FAX (334) 271-7950

Robert J. Bentley
Governor

.Tune 17,2013 

Mr. Bill Woodall
Chief, Environmental and HTRW Section 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District 
Post Office Box 2288 
Mobile, Alabama 36628-0001

RE: ADEM Review and Concurrence
Draft Final Third Five-Year Review Report
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, Childersburg, Alabama
DSMOA Fund Code: 1535-223-0449

Dear Mr. Woodall:

The Alabama Department of Environmental Management (ADEM or the Department) has reviewed 
the Draft Final Third Five-Year Review Report for the Alabama Army Ammunition Plant (ALAAP) 
dated May 24, 2013. The Department concurs with this draft final report.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this matter, please call Adam Warnke at (334) 271- 
7782 of ADEM’s Remediation Engineering Section.

Sincer

Stephen A. Cobb, Chief 
Governmental Hazardous Waste Branch 
Land Division

SAC/TP S/ALW/L AC

cc: Tom Fultz, USACE
Melissa L. Shirley, USACE 
Tracy Strickland, ADEM

Ben Bentkowski, EPA 
Bill Millar, Calibre Systems 
Jason T. Wilson, ADEM

Tim Woolheater, EPA

Blrniingham Branch Decatur Branch Mobile Branch Mobile-Coastal
110 Vulcan Road 2715 Sandlin Road, S. W. 2204 Perimeter Road 4171 Commanders Drive
Birmingham, AL 35209-4702 Decatur, AL 35603-1333 Mobile, AL 36615-1131 Mobile, AL 36615-1421
(205) 942-6168 (256) 353-1713 (251) 450-3400 (251) 432-6533
(205) 941-1603 (FAX) (256) 340-9359 (FAX) (251) 479-2593 (FAX) (251) 432-6598 (FAX)
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 4

ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 
61 FORSYTH STREET 

ATLjANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960

SEP 0 5 2013
Mr. Andrew Van Dyke 
Army Program Manager, Operations 

Army Medical Branch 
Department of the Army 
Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation 

Management
Taylor Building. Room 5000 
2530 Crystal Drive 
Arlington. Virginia 22202

Dear Mr. Van Dyke:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency has completed the review of the Alabama Army 
Ammunition Plant Draft Final Five-Year Review (FYR) Report dated May 2013 (Draft Final FYR). It is 
an EPA Federal Facility program priority that the Agency’s review of the FYR is completed to ensure 
remedies are or will be protective of human health and the environment. The purpose of this letter is for 
EPA to either concur with the report findings, or provide EPA’s own independent findings and 
protectiveness determinations. Many of EPA’s comments have been addressed in the revised document; 
however. EPA does not agree with the protectiveness determinations and has prepared its own 
determination, as noted below.

EPA has made changes to the Protectiveness Statements for OU-1, OU-2, and OU-6. These changes are 
captured through the enclosed edited FYR Summary Form from the Draft Final FYR Report. The EPA 
protectiveness determinations will be reported to Congress and entered into CERCLIS.

EPA anticipated that our agencies could work through any remaining issues with regard to BPA's 
comments and the protectiveness determinations prior to finalizing the Report and suggested that the 
agencies use an informal dispute resolution process to finalize the Report, The Aimy’s re.sponsc 
indicated that dispute was not available to the parties due to the fact that the FYR is not a primary 
document. Though not a primary document, Section XX of the Federal Facility Agreement states that 
the dispute resolution language (Section XXVIll) would be utilized to resolve any dispute over EPA’s 
protectiveness statement. EPA looks forward to meeting with the Army to resolve the issues of the Draft 
Final FYR.

Thank you for your continued efforts to complete this FYR and your commitment in working with EPA 
to make the necessary changes to the Draft Final FYR Report. Our goal is to ensure this document 
accumiely reflects the status of the selected remedies and that they are protective of human health and 
the environment in the long term.

Iniemet Address (URL) • hnp.//www.epa.gov
nAoyclad/Rscyolabfe • Prinled wnh VeselaCle Oil Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 30% Postconsumer)



Please coordinate with the ALAAP Remedial Project Manager, Tim Woolheater, to finalize the 
document by addressing the comments previously transmitted to the Army.

Sincere!

Director
Superfund Division

Enclosure



FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROTECTIVENESS DETERMINATIONS FOR 
ALABAMA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT SUPERFUND SITE

TALLADEGA, ALABAMA
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Prepared by

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 4 

Atlanta, GA

Franklin E Hill, Director 
Superfund Division

-?4^X
^ 7Date'



PURPOSE

In May 2013, the U.S. Army submitted the Draft Final Third Five-Year Review Report for the 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant - Area B Superfund Site, in Talladega County, Alabama. 
Though many of the EPA comments generated from review of the draft document were 
addressed appropriately, EPA could not concur with the protectiveness statements made in the. 
Draft Final document. This document revises the protectiveness determination from the Draft 
Final Five-Year Review in order to better characterize the current situation at the former 
ammunition plant.

Five-Year Review Summary Form

Site Name; Alabama Army Ammunition Plant

EPA ID: AL6210020008

Region: 4 State: AL City/County: Childersburg/Taladega

NPL Status: Final

Multiple OUs? 
Yes

Has the site achieved construction compietion?

Lead agency: Other Federal Agency
If “Other Federal Agency” was selected above, enter Agency name: U. S. Army

Author name (Federal or State Project Manager): Timothy R. Woolheater

Author affiliation: USEPA

Review period: May 2012-August 2013

Date of site inspection: July 12, 2012

Type of review: Statutory

Review number: 3

Triggering action date: June 19, 2008

Due date (five years after triggering action date): June 13. 2013

SITE IDENTIFICATION

SITE STATUS

REVIEW STATUS



Five-Year Review Summary Form (continued)

Issues/Recommendations

OU(s) without Issues/Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review;
NA

Issues and Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review:

OU(s):1,2, 6, 
and NHWL

Issue Category; Monitoring
Issue: Non-Hazardous Waste Landfill (NHWL) does not include 
monitoring
Recommendation: Establish a periodic monitoring program to determine 
whether contaminants are leaching from landfill.

Affect Current 
Protectiveness

Affect Future 
Protectiveness

Implementing
Party

Oversight
Party

Milestone Date

No Yes Federal Facility EPA/State 12/15/2017

OU(s):1,2, 6, 
NHWL and 
Asbestos 
landfills

Issue Category: Institutional Controls
Issue: Institutional controls have been put in place but were not called for
In decision documents.

Recommendation: Appropriately document the need for ICs in a decision 
document

Affect Current 
Protectiveness

Affect Future 
Protectiveness

Implementing
Party

Oversight
Party

Milestone Date

No Yes Federal Facility EPA/State 12/15/2016

OU(s): 2, 6, 
NHWL and 
Asbestos 
landfills

Issue Category: Operations and Maintenance
Issue: Maintenance requirements presented in transfer agreements have 
not been developed in a maintenance planning document for use by the
City in ensuring requirements are met.

Recommendation: Develop a formal maintenance plan with the City of 
Chiidersburg

Affect Current 
Protectiveness

Affect Future 
Protectiveness

Implementing
Party

Oversight
Party

Milestone Date

No Yes Federal Facility EPA/State 12/15/2015



OU(s): 1,2, 6, 
NHWL and 
Asbestos 
landfills

issue Category; Changed Site Conditions
issue: The NHWL and the Asbestos landfills were not appropriately 
selected in the remedy decision documents for OU’s 1,2, and 6.

Recommendation: Revised the decision documents

Affect Current 
Protectiveness

Affect Future 
Protectiveness

Implementing
Party

Oversight
Party

Milestone Date

No Yes Federal Facility EPA/State 12/15/2017

Operable Unit: 
1

Protectiveness Statement

Protectiveness Determination: 
Short-term Protective

Addendum Due Date 
(if applicable):
Click here to enter date

Protectiveness Statement:
The remedy at OU1 currently protects human health and the environment in the short term 
because exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are being controlled. All 
soils have been disposed in the NHWL which is capped, fenced, and observed to be 
maintained, and institutional controls are implemented as called for in a LUCIP, FOSET, and 
Quit claim deed transferring the site to the City of Childersburg. However, in order for the 
remedy to be protective in the long term, the following actions need to be taken to ensure 
protectiveness; revise the decision document to appropriately select the NHWL as the final 
disposal location, add requirements for monitoring to determine whether the material is 
leaching from the landfill, and select institutional controls as part of the remedy for the NHWL.

Operable Unit: 
2

Protectiveness Statement
Protectiveness Determination: 
Short-term Protective

Addendum Due Date 
(if applicable):
Click here to enter date.

Protectiveness Statement:
The remedy at OU2 currently protects human health and the environment in the short term 
because exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are being controlled. All 
soils, sediment, and sewer system components were excavated, incinerated, and stabilized 
(if necessary) and the incineration wastes isolated in the NHWL. The NHWL is capped, 
fenced, and observed to be maintained, and institutional controls are implemented as called 
for in a LUCIP, FOSET, and Quit claim deed transferring the site to the City of Childersburg. 
However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long term, the following actions need 
to be taken to ensure protectiveness: revise the decision document to select the NHWL as 
the final disposal location, add requirements for monitoring to determine whether the material 
IS leaching from the landfill, and select institutional controls as part of the remedy for the 
NHWL.



Protectiveness Statement

Operable Unit:
6

Protectiveness Determination: 
Short-term Protective

Addendum Due Date 
(if applicable):
Click here to enter date.

Protectiveness Statement:
The remedy at OU6 currently protects human health and the environment in the short term 
because exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are being controlled. All 
soils, sediment, and sewer system components were excavated, incinerated, and stabilized 
(if necessary) and the incineration wastes isolated in the NHWL. The NHWL is capped, 
fenced, and observed to be maintained, and institutional controls are implemented as called 
for in a LUCIP, FOSET, and Quit claim deed transferring the site to the City of Childersburg. 
However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long term, the following actions need 
to be taken to ensure protectiveness: revise the decision document to select the NHWL as 
the final disposal location, add requirements for monitoring to determine whether the material 
IS leaching from the landfill, and select institutional controls as part of the remedy for the 
NHWL.
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UNITED STATES ENMRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION 4
ATLANTA FEDER,-\L CENTER 

61 FORSYTH STREET 
ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30303-8960

April 2. 2014

4SF-FFB

Electronic Mail Deliver\

Mr. Andrew Van D\ ke 
Arm\ Program Manager - OAMB 
Department of the Arm\ - ACSIM 
Ta\ lor Building. Room 5000 
2530 CiAstal Drive 
Arlington. Virginia 22202

Dear Mr. Van D\ ke:

The Environmental Protection Agene\ has reeenth reviewed and commented upon the Five Year 
Review (5YR) and the Area B Land Else Control Implementation Plan (LUCEP) documents for 
the Alabama Arm\ Ammunition Plant Site in Childersburg. Alabama. EPA issued a 
determination on the 5YR that differed from the Arm\ largely due to a lack ofelarit\ regarding 
the remed\ selection of an onsite disposal area eurrentK know n as the Non-Hazardous Waste 
Landfill (NFEWL). EPA sought clarification of NFEWL issues in comments on the LUCEP: 
however, the Arm\ responses onl\ removed the text from the revised LUCIP without including 
clarification regarding the issues. EPA's 5YR determination eoneurred with the Arm\ regarding 
short-term protectiveness: however, the long-term protectiveness could not be agreed upon due 
to the inappropriate remed\ selection, land use control selection, and monitoring of the NEEWL.
In addition, clarification of specific actions taken during the cleanups is requested such that EPA 
can eonelude that the site is protective in the long-term. With this letter. EPA requests that the 
Arm\ respond to these issues such that closure can be reached regarding the overall 
protectiveness of the actions in Area B.

The selection and closure of the NEEWL is of eoneern to EPA. EPA review of the Records of 
Decision (RODs) for Operable Units (OU) 1. 2. and 6 reveals an increasing reliance on the 
disposal activities to this area. The OU 1 ROD reflects disposal of soils onsite after treatment: 
however, the descriptions of the specifies regarding the disposal methods are not clear. For 
instance, the treatment standards appeared to be drawn from the eharaeterization requirements 
and not the Universal Treatment Standards. Of particular eoneern is lead w hich was given a 
treatment standard in the ROD of 5 mg L TCLP and the Universal Treatment Standard is 0.75 
mg L TCLP. It is unclear whether other contaminants met the appropriate standards prior to 
being disposed in the NFEWL. It is also unclear whether the soils were sampled post treatment 
and what the specific eonstruetion standards were used to build the landfill. The ARARs section 
of the ROD states that the remed\ will meet the RCRA standards but is unclear as to which 
standards would be required.



Tlie Ol^ 2 ROD also relies upon on-site disposal making assumptions that it was already 
appropriately selected. Of note, the ROD also relies on the State's issuance of a draft pennit 
entitled. "Treated Soils - Backfill Area Permit Application for the Alabama Army Ammunition 
Plant Stockpile Soils Area Operable Unit”. March 1993. " In discussions with the .Ajin\’ 
regarding the pennit. the .Ajiny stated that this permit was only in draft form and never finalized 
but the actions were approved by the State. Tlie pennit was to be used to expiind the landfill iu*ea 
and. subsequently, close the area. The .AR.ARs included in this ROD were 40 CFR 261 (ID 
Inizardous wastes). 262 (StiindiU'ds applicable to H\V generators). 264 (Standards for 
Owner Operators of H\V treatment, storage, iind disposal tac.). AAC (.AL .Admin Code) Ch 13-1 
to 13-7 (Solid Waste Management Regulations). Code of .AL. Title 22. Ch 27 (.AL Solid Waste 
Miinagement. .Act- safe management of non-lnizardous wa.ste). and .ADEM's Ch 14-1. Tlie 
universal treatment stiindards iu*e not mentioned and it is not clear which portions of these 
.AR.ARs were followed or met

Tlie Ol^ 6 ROD continues the reliiince on the NHWL in a similar manner as Ol^ 2. StandiU'ds are 
set for treatment though it is not clear how they would meet the Ihhversal Treatment Standards. 
Tlie .AR.ARs are simihu* to Ol^ 2 with a clarification for including concrete slabs iind other 
construction material as required in State requirements.

EP.A awaits a copy of the NHWL construction report requested from the .Amiy. The .Amiy is 
reproducing this document electronically and stated that it would take some time to have it 
completed by its contractor. It is hoped that the .Amiy's records would give some chu'ity to EP.A 
regarding the specifics on the constructions details of the NHWL. Tlie following comments were 
sent to the .Amiy while reviewing the Land INe Control (Ll^C) Remedial Design (RD) which 
later beciime the Ll^CIP. Tlie .Amiy responded by removing the text from the Ll^CIP: however, 
whether these issues were appropriately address with regard to protectiveness remains in 
question thereby placing doubt on the long-term protectiveness of .Ai*ea B.

Tlie section iind page numbers for each of the comments listed below relate to the dmft Ll^C RD. 
Tliose portions of the comments that remain unclear have been underlined. The comments were:

1. Section 1.1, pg 2, NHWL: It is mentioned that this landfill was the result of remedial 
actions taken place iu'ound the fticility. .At the siime time, it is mentioned that it is not the 
result of CERCL.A operations. Please explain. Typically, the necessity for Ll^Cs (which 
is a remedy component) for a particuhu' area or site is provided in a CERCL.A decision 
document such as a ROD. Was this hindfill regulated outside of CERCL.A iind issued a 
pennit from .ADEM? If not. then a ROD should be issued for this unit that describes the 
selected response action which presumably would include coiitainment with engineered 
cap. Ll^Cs. groundwater monitoring and maiiitenance of the cap. In the absence of a 
ROD, the Ll^Cs that are necessary to ensure protectiveness can be specified in the Ll^C 
RD which is subject to EP.A approval. However, a ROD should be issued for this unit 
that describes the response action which likely will include coiitainment with engineered 
cap. Ll^Cs. and maiiitenance of the cap.

EP.A would add that, though not ideal, prior to selecting a remedy for this site. Ll^Cs can be used 
to secure the site and prevent any unacceptable exposures that may exist. Inclusion of those 
Ll^Cs in the Ll^CTP ciin iilTord the necessary protections until the remedy is selected.



2. Section 1.3.1, pg 6. Table 3: If the table remains in this document, please note that any 
soil that exhibited the toxicity characteristic (i.e. tailed TCLP) at 40 CFR 261.24 are 
considered RCRA hazardous waste and once excavated are subject to the Land Disposal 
Restrictions. Consequently, soils that ai~e considered RCR.A hazardous waste must meet 
the LDR treatment standai'ds at 40 CFR 268.40 or 268.49 prior to disposal in an on-site or 
otY-site landfill. The soil disposal criteria listed on the Table are actually the TCLP levels. 
Please explain how the disposal criteria were applied and the disposition of soils that 
exceeded the criteria. Soil that was treated to meet TCLP levels must still meet LDR 
treatment standards before disposal in the NHWL.

3. Section 1.3.1, pg 7. Table 4: The sentence preceding the table indicates soils were 
stabilized. Please clarify if treatment was performed in-situ or ex-situ and what treatment 
method was employed and whether TCLP was used to verify the criteria since for the 
metals listed the criteria coirespond to the toxicity chai'acteristic levels at 40 CFR 261.24. 
■As noted above, soils that are excavated and exceed TCLP ai~e considered RCR.A 
hazardous waste. Such soils must meet RCR.A LDR treatment standards in addition to 
being rendered non-hazai'dous through treatment before being disposed in a landfill (on­
site or otf-sitef .Add footnote to table to clarify if TCLP is used to measure criteria.

4. Section 1.3.1, pg 11. Bulleted items "Nonhaiardous 'i\'aste lanclfiir: Please indicate 
whether .ADEM regulated the landfill under its RCR.A Subtitle D progmm and whether a 
pennit was issued. .Also, please describe whether the landfill was constructed with a 
bottom liner and whether groundwater monitoring wells have been installed at the 
boundary of the unit to detect releases from buried wastes. .As stated above. EP.A believes 
a ROD should be issued to address the NWHL and describe a selected remedy.

Tliere were additional concerns not related to the NHWL that the .Amiy didn't fully address in 
the response to the Ll^C RD. as well. The following comments were also raised on the Ll^C RD:

1. Section 1.3.1, pg 11. Bulleted items "Asbestos Repository"'. Tlie .Asbestos Repositoiy 
was constructed in 1974 with the destruction of the building located in that area. .Asbestos 
was placed in the basement of the building and then covered with two feet of soil. Please 
indicate whether signs are posted that indicate it is used asbestos disposal as required bv 
asbestos NESH.AP regulations. EP.A believes a ROD should be issued to address the 
.Asbestos Repository and describe the selected remedy such that it can be included in the 
5VR as requested by the State.

2. Section 1.3.1, pg 10-11. Bulleted items "Aniline Sludge Basin. (Study Area 9) ERA
CJU : Please specify if remedial actions in 1999 were conducted under CERCL.A and 
date of ROD or IROD. .Also, specify level of residual contamination and or whether 
confinnatorv sampling perfonned. Indicate whether contamination exceeds residential 
use or industrial use levels.

3. Section 1.3.1, pg 10-11. Bulleted items "Storage Battery and Debris Dtimp (Suidy Area 
25). ERA CJU : Please specify if remedial actions were conducted under CERCL.A and 
date of ROD or IROD. Indicate whether the lead debris and contaminated soils were 
managed as RCR.A hazardous waste and whether the Opelika landfill is a RCR.A Subtitle 
C hazardous waste landfill. .Also, specify level of residual contamination and or whether



confinnatorv sampling perfonned. Indicate whether contamination exceeds residential 
use or industrial use levels.

4. Section 1.3.1, pg 10-11. Bulleted items "TC4-A andB, EPA OU 7": Please indicate the 
cleanup values for the soils in these areas. Also, specify if remedial actions conducted 
under CERCLA and what ai~e the residual contamination levels. Specify if remaining 
contamination exceeds industrial or residential use levels.

5. Section 1.3.1, pg 11. Bulleted items "Utility Poles andPCB Transformers"'. Please 
indicate what authority. CERCLA etc, was used to remove the fallen poles with 
transfonners and the PCB contaminated soil. Indicate whether the PCB contaminated soil 
exceeded 50ppin and had to be disposed of as TSCA PCB waste in a TSCA chemical 
waste landfill. Also, specify level of residual contamination since confinnatorv sampling 
was perfonned. Indicate whether contamination exceeds residential use or industrial use 
levels.

Finally. EPA continues to be concerned about the implementation aspects of the Ll^CIP. In 
response to EPA comments on the draft final LIX'IP. the .Amiy gave two responses that are not 
acceptable to EPA. EP.A clarifies the concerns below each of the comments below. The comment 
numbers relate to the Ll^CTP comments issued by EP.A. The response comments iind responses 

are:

1. .Arniy's Response to Coninient 26, 26.\
Tlie Ll^CTP clearly designates the locations on the "No Pishing" signs at Study .Ai*eas 21 
and 26. The "No Pishing" signs are placed along the entire length of the Study .Ai*eas. Tlie 
referenced RTC states that the discussion regarding the home range of the fish was 
inappropriate for a LIX'IP and that discussion is not included.

EP.\ Response: Locations of a Ll^C iu*e based on where a potential for exposure exists 
and are not limited by site boundiu'ies. Without evaluating the ecological receptors home 
range along with their location on the site, the .Amiy does not know whether the site 
boundary, as marked in the Ll^CTP. controls the risk. It is not cleiu* whether the potential 
for a receptor to migrate beyond the site boundary has been evaluated, nor whether the 
potential for predators of the receptor to feed on the site. EP.A ciinnot agree to placement 
of signage at the site boundiu'y without adequate justification.

2. .Arniy's Response to Coninient 33
Section III.C of the Environmental Protection Provisions attached to the Quitclaim Deed 
as "Exhibit C" requires that a soil excavation plan be provided to EP.A iind .Amiy for their 
approval prior to conduct of any excavation. If disposition of the soil is not satislactory to 
EP.A. then EP.A may require satislactory revisions to the plan prior to EP.A's approval. 
Tlie same is true with respect to .Amiy's requirements.

EP.\'s Response: .Any and all requirements, to the exient possible, need to be placed in 
the Ll^CTP document such that all piulies and those not versed in the detail of the site or 
the agreement have a clear indication of the requirements for site use. .A prospective 
purchaser of the property may base a purchase price on their ability to move soil to any 
location iind find later that that is not possible. In addition, future implementers of the



LUCIP may not be as familiar with the site and may inadvertently approve soil 
movement to uncontaminated portions of the property without clear indication in the 
LUCIP. To the extent possible, the LUCIP needs to be written to prevent potential 
exposures and do so with as much transparency, as possible.

This letter attempts to raise the remaining EPA concerns with regard to the protectiveness issues 
that require resolution prior to finalizing the Area B soils remedy. It is expected that once 
resolved that the 5YR determinations can be modified and the LUCIP would be acceptable. EPA 
awaits the new schedule for the Remedial Action Completion Report (RACR) for the soils 
actions taken at the site. It is EPA’s desire to complete the RACR in by September 1, 2014. In 
order to achieve this milestone, the parties will need to come to agreement on how best to resolve 
the issues in this letter.

In order to expedite this resolution, EPA requests a meeting with the Army by April 25, 2014. At 
your earliest convenience, please email me with dates that would be acceptable for a conference 
call. EPA looks forward to resolving these issues in a manner acceptable to all parties. Should 
you have any questions or concerns regarding this letter, please call me at 404-562-8510 or 
contact me at woolheater.tim@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

Timothy R. Woolheater, PE, MS 
Senior Remedial Project Manager 
Federal Facilities Branch 
Superlund Division

CC: Adam Wamke, ADEM
Mr. Bill Millar, CALIBRE 
Melissa Shirley, USACOE



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF FOR INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT 

600 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0600

20 May 2014

Timothy R. Woolheater
Senior Remedial Project Manager
Federal Facilities Branch, Superfund Division
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4
Atlanta Federal Center
61 Forsyth Street
Atlanta, GA 30303-8960

SUBJECT: Response to letter from EPA Region 4 dated 2 April 2014 and conference call on 24 
April 2014 Concerning Alabama Army Ammunition Plant and issues pertaining to 
the Third Five Year Review for Area B and the Land Use Control Implementation 
Plan for the Soil Sediment and Surface Water at Area B.

Dear Mr. Woolheater:

This letter is in response to the subject letter received by the Army dated April 2, 2014 and 
conference call held between the Army, ADEM, and your office on April 24, 2014. The initial 
sections of this letter presents Army’s responses to some of the general issues raised in the 
EPA’s letter and discussed during the following conference call.

Finality of the Third Five-Year Review

Following the conference call the Army and Region 4 are in agreement that the third Five Year 
Review for ALAAP Area B is complete and the Army version is final and the EPA’s Five Year 
Review Protectiveness Determination is final. The parties will work to resolve outstanding 
issues so the agreement can be reached on the Next Five Year review scheduled for 2017.

Land Use Control Implementation Plan (LUCIP)

The parties also agreed that the LUCIP for the Alabama Army Ammunition Plant (ALAAP) 
Area B is final and will be used going forward. However, Army agreed that a short addendum 
be added to the Final LUCIP to formalize procedures for onsite movement or off-site disposal or 
reuse of soil that may be contaminated with explosives-related compounds and/or lead. This 
addition is minor and will be added to the existing copies of the document as a LUCIP 
implementation activity without the need to reissue the document.



Non-Ha/.ardous Waste Landfill (NH\M/)

Rolh EPA ;uid Army agree lhal Ihe NHWL is prolecli\e in Ihe shorl-lerm. Army belie\ es Ihe 
NilWL is also pro^cc^i^ o in the long-temi. EPA cannot make a similar finding and has issued a 
long-tonn non-protcc^i^■cncss finding dated September 5. 2013. EPA's finding stated that tlu'ce 
actions are required in order to insure long-tenn etTecti\ cness:

Re\ise the decision document to appropriately select the NHWE as the final 
disposal location, add requirements lor monitoring to determine whether the 
material is leaching from the landfill, and select institutional controls as part of 
the rcmcd\ for the NIIWL.

During the April 24. 2014 conference call. EPA appears to ha\ e added the new requirement that 
Aniiy demonstrate that ail waste disposed in the landllll achie\ed the 0.75 mg ! TCl.P rni\ersa! 
Treatment Standard (ITS) for lead.

Revise the decision document to appropriately select the .\I!li L as the final disposal location

The NHWE was developed as a non-ha/,ardous solid waste iandfili for disposal of soil and ash 
following treatment in the onsite incinerator used for remediation of e.\plosi\ es in soil. Aniiy. 
EP.A Region 4. and the .Alabama Department of Em ironmental Management (.ADEM) were 
involved in the decision to use the NIIWL for disposal and agreed to its use as a disposal site for 
treated soil iind ash. permitting process for the landfill w as started and a pennit application 
w as submitted. According to an EP.A discussion w ith an ADEM emplo> ee. groundw ater 
monitoring was suggested, but .ADEM detennined that it was not necessaiy. Eollow ing 
submission and ADEM appro\ al of the permit application. ADEM detennined that a pennit w as 
not needed.

Ilie non-hazardous waste landfill is specifically selected in Interim Record of Decision (IROD) 
for OE-1. OU-2. and Ol'-6. ’Phis selection is demonstrated in exceipts from each of these 
IRODS pro\ ided in Attachment A. While it is admitted that a more complete description of the 
nondia/.ardous waste landllll could ha\ e been pro\ ided in the IROD for 01-1. a complete 
detailed description is not necessary to indicate its selection. Tlie ne.xt two IRODs fuih’ describe 
the NIIWL by referencing the pennit application submitted to and approved b> ADEM. If 
an\ onc w anted inionnation regarding the criteria for the landfill, it would have been included in 
the pennit application that w as presumabh available for review by those involved in the remcd\ 
selection process. (If not. it could ha\ e been obtained by asking.) Each IROD required that soil 
be treated in compliance with Land Disposal Restrictions. Taken together as a whole, there can 
be no doubt about what the parties selected in each of the three IRODs and the claritx and 
appropriateness of their selection. These remedies arc also appropriately selected in §§ 2.12.1 
through 2.12.3 of the .VL.V.VP Area 13 f inal ROD. w hich incoiporatcs in turn each of the interim 
remedies as the final remedies for Of s I. 2. and 6. Each of these interim remedies specifically 
includes the NHWL as a remedy component.

0\ er the past quarter of a centuiy. EP.A and ADEM have participated in e\ eiy step of the 
selection process. EPA and ADEM have reviewed ;md commented upon each and even



document, ol’ien signiUcanlly and with nuich iteration. If either FPA or ADEM had concents 
with the selection process that has been occurring o\er the past 25 years, then both have had 
more than ample opportunity to e.xpress its concent. It is Anity's position that all past decisions 
ittust be atYorded a presuntptioit of rogularit\. " llte presuntptioit of rogularit\ supports the 
official acts of public officers, and. in the absence of clear evidence to the contntr>’. courts 
presume that the\ haw properly discharged their official duties." United States v. Chemical 
Foundation. Inc.. 272 I fS. 1. 14-15 (1926). It is simply improper at this point, after all is said 
and done, to lay down the assertion that the remedies achie\ed by our predecessors were 
inappropriately selected.

It is .\rm> ‘s position that the selection of the NIIWL in the interim and final records of decision 
is both appropriate and clear and that no further exposition is required. .Vtam considers this 
matter closed but for the following remaining acti\ ities that are intended to make the 
.Administrati\e Record more coinplete.

.VDEM will perfonii a records search for documentation of this permit application process. .Vs 
stated in UP. Vs letter, the (YU2 ROD identified the pemiit application as "Treaied Soih 
BuckiiU Area Perunl Applicuium for ihe Akihuuia Arniy Aninmnilion Phmi Slockpilt's Soils Area 
Operable 'March 1993 A

Regarding the construction of the NHWI. and testing of the ash and soil disposed in the landnil. 
.Vniiy records show that the landfill includes eight cells, lliere does not appear to be a single 
NIIWL construction report since the cells appear to Inw e been treated as separate construction 
projects, fhere are tlii'ee volumes pertaining to construction of NIIWL Cell 8 at the BR.VC 
Olllce. More documentation may have been prepared at the time. The Final Report 
t 'onslruction of( 'ell S Alabama Ann)-Ammunition Plant. ('hihJersbnrg. Alabama prepared by 
Fn\ironmental Chemical Corp (FCC) and dated June 1998 and the Final Report Stabilization of 
Incbieraior Treated Soil and Fly Aish and F.xcavated Soil from Study Areas 14. 16. & I9 Final 
Cap. Cell “N.lL.Lf/-^ (volumes I and 2) prepared by Environmental Chemical Coip (LCC) and 
dated Jmiiuiiw 1999 were reviewed, lliese records show that Cell 8 of the NIIWL has a liner and 
co\erthal are made ofhea\y (.^0 mil), polyvinyl chloride geomemhrane. .All ofthe seams of the 
liner and co\er were sealed in the Held pro\ iding a 360 degree water tight seal around the 
contents. FCC placed 18.000 cubic yards of inaterial in the cell. Once the geomembrane was 
completed a geotexiile was installed over the geomembrane and was covered w ith a minimum of 
8 inches of cover material, fhe landfill cap is cuircntly co\ ered w ith grass that is maintained by 
the Local Redevelopment .Vuthority (LR.V). llie jyea is fenced and warning signs are being 
prepared to surround the landllll.

.Anny has not found documents pertaining to the constriiction of cells 1 through 7. biit is 
continuing its search. Ilie pemiit application for the NIIWL mid other requested documents w ill 
be added to the .Vdministrative Record if and when found. However, if the pemiit application 
and or other supporting documents cannot be found, it is .Vmiy s position that prior decisions 
must be alYorded the presumption of regularity.



Monitoring to determine whether the material is leaching from the landfill

Pending Ihe e\ aliuilion of any doeunienls dial may be diseo\ ered Ihrough Ihe documenl secu cii 
discussed later in this response. .Viiny miuiagement has tentatively approved the installation of a 
detection monitoring s> stem and its operation for a defined period of time. However, and as 
pointed out by liPA during the April 24. 2014 conference call. ADEM detemiincd during the 
pennitling process that wells would not be required. If documents located by the documenl 
search indicate a rationally supported decision that groundwater monitoring would not be 
applicable due to the absence of groundwater at the NHWl. site, then .Army w ould see no point 
in installing the system.

Select institutional controls as part of the remedy for the \HJIL

.Aniiy agrees that a written inspection and maintenance plan will be prepared for the NHWl.. 
Tiiis addition is minor and will be added to the e.visting copies of the document as a Id'CIP 
implementation activity w ithout the need to reissue the document. As demonstrated in prior 
sections of this letter, the NHW’L is a component of the final remedy selected in the .Viea B soils 
ROD. llte NHWL is also a prominent component of the Liw ironmental Co^ eniint signed by the 
Childersburg Local Reuse .Authority (l.R.A). The Rn\ ironmenlal Co\enanl is a land use control 
that is referenced in the adminislrati\e amendment to the Iniai ROD. .Also, the deed requires that 
the Childersburg LR A maintain the NHWL.

Demonstrate that all waste disposed in the landfill achieved the 0.75 mg/l TCLF Universal 
Treatment Standard (UTS) for lead

pAen though PP.A's comment on Section 1.3.1. pg 6. Table .3 recognizes that an alternate ITS 
for characteristic soil is promulgated at 40 CFR 268.49. during the conl’erence call PP.A 
incorrectly cited 0.75 mg 1 lead as the f fS for the treated soil placed into the NHWL. LP.V 
guidance explains the alternati^■e U’fS as follows:

1 huler the soil treatment standards in 40 CFR 268.49. a contaminated soil has two 
treatment requirement altemali\es:

• hazardous constituents must be reduced by at least 90"y through treatment so 
that no more than lO^o of their initial concentration remains or comparable 
reductions in mobility for metals: OR

* hazardous constituents must not e.xceed 10 limes the uni\ersal treatment 
standards (U'fS) at 40 CFR 268.48.

Constituents in contiuninated soils are not required to be reduced to levels lower 
than 10 times ITS. unless speciHed under a sile-specii1c cleanup requirement 
(e.g.. pennil or order).

LP.A. "Land Disposal Restrictions: Sumniciry ofRequirenients." at 4-9 (LP.A530 R-01-007. 
Re\'iscd August 2001).



EPA created ihe altenialive trealment standards lor soils at 40 CFR 268.49(c)( 1) to encourage 
more feasible cleanups oflia/ardous contaminated soil that is subject to the 1 DRs. Id. at 4-10. 
Tlierefore. in accordance with the alternati\e stcuidard for soil, the a!ternati\ e T TS for lead is 7.5 
mg/i. EPA has also dctcmiinod that the alternative standard continues to be protective of human 
health and the em iromnent. Id. ilie requirement to comph with the LDR treatment standards is 
specifically included in the OU-E 01-2. and OU-6 RODS.

The puipose oflhe incineration ofthe soil was to treat the soil to remo\e e.\p!osi\es. After 
treatment, samples ofthe soil were collected from the incinerator out-feed and tested for lead by 
the i'oxicitN Clntiacteristic Leachate Procedure (TCLP). ilie first se^■en NUWL cells contain soil 
that passed I'CLP for lead, fhe soil that failed fCLP were stockpiled for treatment to reduce 
lead in the fCLP leachate, fhe stockpiled soil was stabilized in a pug mill with lime, tested, iuid 
added toNHWECell 8.

Each lift oj'soil added to Cell 8 was sampled on a grid paiteni. Roughh’ 100 samples of Cell 8 
soil \\ ere collected. All of the samples were analyzed follo\\ ing the fCLP and none of the 
samples exceeded the 7.5 mg L U’fS standard for treated soil or the 5 mg 1 standard for untreated 
soil. In tact, onh se^ en samples exceeded 0.75 mg 1 lead and only four of those exceeded i mg 1 
lead. Sainple results are tabulated in .Attachment B. Therefore, there are no shoii-term or long- 
ienn protecti\eness issues resulting from lead content in the disposal of treated soil because the 
soil signillcantly achieves the UTS treatment standard detennined to be protecti\e by EP.A and 
because both the treated and untreated soil achieve the 5.0 mg 1 lead i CLP level of 
protectiveness required for soil disposed as a non-hazardous solid waste.

Explanation of Significant DIfTerence

.After further consideration and re\ iew of presently a\ai!able documents and based on .Army's 
above responses to the long-tenn protecti^ eness issues raised by EPA. it is .Vnny's position that 
the NHWL is a properly selected component of the interim and final remedies mid that an LSD is 
not required to describe the selection, construction, operation, or closure of the NIIWL. .Vii LSD 
may he necessan if a groundwater monitoring system is detennined by RR.ACO management to 
be an appropriate requirement.

-Aimy understands that EP.A desires resubmission of a^■ailable infonnation on the NHWL. ilie 
.Vjniy is reviewing all documentation a\ ailablc at the BRAC OtTicc and at US .Vrmy Coips of 
Engineers (USACL) contractor Leidos* otTice in Reston. Virginia, iliere is a file cabinet full of 
documents at the BR.AC ofllce and 50 to 60 Banker boxes at Leidos to look through. Once a 
comprehensi\e list of documents is prepared, the .Arm\’ team will look for records peilaining to 
construction ofthe NHWL mid re\ iew those documents for more information. .A list of NHWL 
documents ill be shared with the EPA and .VDEM. It is possible that some of the records 
peilaining to the NHW’L have been lost over the years mid the documentation ma\ no longer be 
complete. .Ml of the peilinent documents were provided in submittals to EP.V and ADEM at the 
time the\ were prepared, so copies ofthe documents sought may be a\aiiable in agenc\ archives 
at EP.A and .ADEM.



Tile Army has a contracl in place lo digitize dociinienls pertaining to em ironnientai work 
completed at ATAAP that are stored at the RRAC OITice and Leidos. Tlie Anny is planning on 
making these digitized records a\ ailable to FPA Region 4 and ADTM. The contractor is 
estimating that the digitized records will be available in August. I’hese searchable digitized 
records should make finding infomiation on historical environmental work done at ALAAP 
easier.

Once the digitizing process is completed, the Anny will e\ aluate the appropriateness ol‘ 
subinitting a!i E.xplanation orsignillcant DilVerence ( F.SD ). If an FSD is prepared, it is the 
-Anny's intent to limit the scope of the LSD to address only groundwater monitoring around the 
NHWL. ilie Applicable or Rele\ <int and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) in the FSD \\ouki 
be limited to those directly relevant to the groundwater monitoring system installation, 
maintenance, sampling, and analyses at the NHWF.

C'oninieiits Related to the M!\\ L

Your letter listed several comments that required additional response. You listed the sections 
and page numbers related to the draft Lf C RD and underlined the portions of the comments that 
reiiiain unclear to you. Following are the commeiits and .Anny responses;

1. Section i.l, pg 2, NH\\'T: It is mentioned that this landilll was the result oi’remedial 
actions taken place around the facility. At the same time, it is mentioned that it is not the 
result of C'FRCLA operations. Please explain, fynicallv. the necessity for LUC's hich is a 
remedy component) for a particular area or site is provided in a CFRCLA decision document 
such as a ROD. Was this laiuinil regidated outside of CFRCT.A and issued a permit from 
ADFM ’ If not, then a ROD should be issued for this unit that describes the selected 
response action which nresumablv would include containment with ens^ineered can. Fl'Cs. 
aroundwater monitoring and maintenance of the cap. In the absence of a ROD, the Lf Cs 
that are necessm^ to ensure Drotecti^ eness can be specified in the LL’C RD which is subject 
to FPA approval- IIowe\ er. a ROD should be issued for this unit that describes the response 
action which likely will include containment with eimineered cap. Fl'Cs. and maintenance of 
the cap.

FP.A \\ ould add that, though not ideal, prior to selecting a remed> for this site. LUCs can be used 
to secure the site mid prevent an\ unacceptable exposures that ma\ exist. Inclusion of those 
LUCs in the LUCIP can alTord the necessary protections until the remed\ is selected.

.\rniy Response: It is agreed between the parties that a plan will be prepared for the inspection 
and maintenance ofthe NFIWI.. Tliis plan will be attached to the LUCIP as a LUC 
implementation activity. There is no additional requirement for a separate ROD for the NIIW L 
as it is included as a component of the remedies in three IRODs and the f inal ROD.

2. Section 1.3.!, pg 6. Table 3: li the table remains in this document, please !iote that any soil 
that exhibited the toxicity characteristic (i.e.. failed TCLP) at 40 CFR 201.24 are considered 
RCR.A hazardous waste and once excavated are subject to the Land Disposal Restrictions. 
Consequently, soils that are considered RCR.V hazmxious waste must meet the LDR



trealnient standards at 40 CFR 268.40 or 268.49 prior to disposal in an on-site oroiV-sile 
landl’ili. The soil disposal criteria listed on the Table are aclualK the TCLP levels. Please 
explain how Ihe disposal crileria were applied and Ihe disposition oTsojis lhal exceeded ihe 
criteria. Soil that was treated to meet I CLP lo^ els must still meet LDR treatment standards 
before disposal in the NII\\'L.

Army Response: As explained in the discussion on the I TS for lead, the soil disposed in the 
NHWL met either the 5.0 mg I lead TCI.P standard for untreated soil or the alteniale T TS of 7.5 
mg 1 for treated soil i!i aecordaiice with the requirements of 40 CFR 268.49.

3. Section 1.3.1, pg 7. Table 4: ilic sentence preceding the table indicates soils were 
stabilized. Please clarify if treatment was performed in-situ or ex-situ mid what treatment 
method was empKwed and whether TCI.P was used to \ erilV the criteria since for the metals 
listed the criteria eoirespond to the toxicity eharaeteristie le\ els at 40 CFR 261.24. As noted 
above, soils that are exeax ated and exceed TCFP are considered RCR.A hazardous waste. 
Such soils must meet RCRA LDR treatment standards in addition to beina rendered non- 
hazardous tlirough treatment before being disposed in a landfill (on-site or otT-site). .Vdd 
footnote to table to clarity if i'C'LP is used to measure criteria.

.Army Response: Incinerated soil that exceeded 5.0 mg 1 for lead by TCFP were stockpiled 
under plastic until all the explosi\ e contaminated soil was incinerated and landillled in the 
NIIWL cells 1 through 7. I'hc stockpiled soil was then treated in a pug mill, fen percent by 
weight cement kiln dust was added to the soil as it w as fed into the pug mill. Water was added 
w hen necessan to yield a mix product w ith a moisture content range of 12 to 15''y w et basis. 
Disposed soil met the RCR.A FDR alternate treatment standards and the TCFP lead standard for 
non-ha/ardous waste. The soil was transferred to NHWF Cell 8 for disposal.

4. Section 1.3.1. pg 11. Bulleted items "Souhazardons waste landfili"'. Please indicate w hether 
ADFM regulated the landfill under its RCRA Subtitle D program :ind whether a pennit was 
issued. Also, please describe w hether the landfill w as constructed w ith a bottom liner and 
whether groundwater monitoring wells ha\e been installed at the boundary of the unit to 
detect releases from buried wastes. .As stated abo\e. FP.A beiie\es a ROD should be issued 
to address the NWHF and describe a selected remedw

Army Response: ADFM did not regulate the NIIWF under its RCRA Subtitle D program. A 
pennit application was prepared but after appro\al it was detennined that a pennit was not 
required pursuant to 42 I f S.C. § 9621 (e)( 1). Tlie NHWF was nonetheless closed in accordance 
with the requirements of the approved pennit application. Arm\’ has details on the co!istructio!i 
of NHWF Cell 8 that show s that there is a bottom liner in that cell. .Anny is re\ iewing its 
documents for construction details for cells I through 7. It is .Vrmy's \ iew that, regardless of 
whether such documents can be located. .Wm\ is entitled to the presumption of regularit\. A 
separate ROD is not necessary as the Nin\'F is included as a remedy component in the three 
IRODs a!id the llnal ROD for .Area B soils.



Other Comments not related to the NHW L

The coninienls addressing your addiliona! eoneenis nol relaled lo Ihe NHWL are presenled 
below with responses.

1. Section 1.3.1, pg 11. Bulleted items ". Isbesios Repo^sirory": 'Ilie Asbestos Repositoiy \\ as 
conslrueled in 1974 with the destruction oi'the building located in that area. Asbestos was 
placed in the basement ol the building and then co\ered with two j'eet ol soil. Please indicate 
whether signs :ue posted that indicate it is used asbestos disposal as required bv asbestos 
NBSIIAP regulations. BP.V believes a ROD should be issued to address the Asbestos 
Repositoiy and describe the selected remedy such that it can be ineluded in the 5YR as 
requested by the State.

.\rniy Response: Signs to be installed :uoimd the .Asbestos Repositoiy are i!i production.

2. Section 1.3.1, pg 10-11. Bulleled items "Rmiline Shidpe Basin. (Study Area V; BPAi
Please specify if remedial actions in 1999 were conducted under CBRCLA and date of ROD 
or IROD. Also, specify level of residual contamination and or whether eoiitlnuatorv 
samplin^z was performed. Indicate whether contamination exceeds residential use or 
industrial use le\ els.

.Army Response: .V cop\’ of the repon titled A'lna! Report Clean-i 'p ofCoal Tar: Aniline Sludpe 
Basin at.■LL-LU-^ dated October 6. 1999 prepared b\ BCC is at the BRAC Office. Accordiiig to 
the report, the object of the clemuip was to remove the coal tar from the bottom of the basin and 
haul it to an offsite RCR.A subtitle D landfill, prox ide the necessaiy connnnation testing to 
demonstrate that the contaminated soils were remoxed. and restore the site to appropriate original 
condition. In addition. EC'C transported and disposed of lead ingots that were stockpiled in 
building lC-4 in the approved RCRA Subtitle D landfill.

As pail of the 1995 Supplemental Remedial Inx cstigation. samples xverc collected from the 
sediment in the basin. The samples xvere analyzed for metals, e.vpiosives-related compounds. 
\'OCs and SVOCs. Two metals, arsenic and molybdenum, were detected at concentrations that 
e.xceeded background concentrations. Neither ol'these metals xxas identilWd as a human health 
contaminant of concern. Both of the metals xvere identified as eco-COCs.

Of the s:imples that xvere collected directlx from the coal tar. there were only some minor 
concentrations of iron, aluminum, and barium. .All ofthese were beloxv .ADFM's TCLP 
reguiaton lexels.

following excavation, samples were collected following a grid pattern in which a pattern of 
sex enteen. 50 x 50 foot grid squares were laid out ox er the exeax ation area. Nineteen samples 
were collected and analxzed for TCLP metals, total metals, and S\ OCs. llie confinnation 
samples did not exceed .ADFM's TCl.P regulatorx limit. In total 3.0(A cubic xards ofmaterial 
were renioxed and taken to the Cedar Hills Tandfill.



A hard cop\’ oltlie report is axailable and a copy can be pro\ ided ifrequired. Based on the 
analytical data, a contaminant cleanup was not required under CRRCT.A. but rather some 
housekeeping to remo\ e the coal tar IVom the basin. The tar remo\ al was a housekeeping acli\ ily 
and was not in response to the risk assessments. Because the top of the basin was sticky during 
the summer months, the stakeholders were concerned that birds and animals would stra> onto the 
area and might get stuck to the tar.

3. Sccti«»n 1.3.1. pg 10-11. Bulleted items "SUirugf BuUo'y and Dehns Dump Dludy Area 25), 
EPA (Jl. Please specilX’ if remedial actions were conducted under CRRCI..A and date of 
ROD or IROD. Indicate hether the lead debris and contaminated soils ere manaeed as 
RCRA hazardous \\ astc and \\ hether the Onelika landfill is a RCRA Subtitle C hazardous 
waste hmdfill. .Vlso. specify level of residual contamination and or whether confimiatorv 
sampliiUJ perfonned. Indicate whether contamination e.xceeds residential use or industrial use 
le\ els,

Language from Draft Ll'C-RD dated August 2012: Remediation of the Storage Batten and 
Debris Dump was perfonned by Bhate Environmental Associates. Inc. (Bhate). Remediation at 
Study .Viea 25 was achie^ ed by the excavation and otYsite disposal of approximately 156 tons of 
soils and the disposal of 4.638 poimds of batten casiiigs and debris. Detected soil 
concentrations were compared against RP.A Region 3 risk-based industrial screening iex eis 
(IST.s) for industrial sites. The IST.s for detected metals in soil samples prior to e\ca\ ation and 
disposal :ii'e:

• Arsenic concentrations greater than 3.8 mg kg
• Lead concentrations greater than 42 mg kg (ISL from Alabama risk based coirccti\ c 

action] RBCAj for underground and storage tanks (L’STsj in .Vpril 1998)

Signed manifests documented the transfer of 156.61 tons of soil from Study .Area 25 to the 
Opelika l.andnil in Opelika. .Alabaina. Battery demolition debris consisting oflead panel 
remnants were loaded into 55-gallon steel drums and transfened to an otYsitc recy cling facility. 
Documentation showed 4.638 pounds of batten remnants were accepted by Beckman Metals 
Recycling of Cullman. .Vlabama. Details of the Study ,'uea 25 remediation are provided in ,'uea 
25 Battery Demolition Debris. Red Water Basin and Sinkhole Repair (Bhate 2000).

Bhate (Bhate Rn\ ii'onmental .Associates. Inc ). 2000. .Area 25 Batteix’ Demolition Debris. Red 
Water Basin, and Sinkliole Repair Romicr .Alabrnna .Ajim .Vmmunition Plant. 
Childersburg- .Vlabama. Prepared for U.S. .Vnny Corps of Engineer's. Mobile District 
OtTree. .Mobile. .Vlabiima. .Vugust.

.Army Response: Tlie Ol'7 ROD did not discuss the work done by Bhate. .A RS was conducted 
in 200S for Soil Sediment and Suii'ace Water in Area B. Site 25 is discussed in the 2008 RS. the 
Human Health Risk .Vsscssment mid Eco-Risk .Vssessrnent werv reviewed and no furlher action 
(NE.V) was required for the site, fhe .Vnn\ has found no documentation concerning w hether the 
r emedial w ork at Site 25 w as conducted under CERCL.V. fhe best recollection of the few 
remaining per'sonnel that were irnohed in the project in 2000 is that the cleanup of the battery 
parts and the switches weiv conducted as a house keeping function and not part ofthe CRRCE.A 
work. No IROD or ROD has been found that was de\e!oped specifically for Site 25. Tlie OL7



ROD indicaled that no further action is required at the site and unrestricted land use for the site. 
Based on OT U ROD. the CF.RCBA decision lor the site is NFA.

A cop\ of the Bhate Report from 2000 should be a\ ailable in the arehi\ e documents that are 
scheduled for scanning. Once this document is located more infonnation on the storage batten 
site cleanup may be available.

4. Scttimi 1.3.1. pg 10-11. Bulleted items "T( V-A tmcJ B. F.PA OIJ /": Please indicate the 
cleanup \ alues lor the soils in these areas. .Also, specify if remedial actions conducted under 
CFRCLA and hat ;ti~e the residual contamination levels. SpcciB if remaining 
contamination exceeds industrial or residential use le\ els.

.\rmy Resp«»nse: TC4-.A and -B were prefabricated structures with slab on grade foundations 
that were used to store soil from .Area .A prior to it beiitg treated in the onsite incinerator. There 
were no cleaniip \alues tor the soils in these areas. Tliere were no remedial actions conducted in 
the area. Ilicrc was no remaining contamination.

5. Section 1.3.1. pg 11. Bulleted items "Utiliry Boles andBCB Transfonners": Please indicate 
what authority. CFRCF.A etc, was used to remove the fallen poles with transfonners and the 
PCB contaminated soil. Indicate w hether the PCB contaminated soil e.xceeded 50ppm and 
had to be disposed of as TSC A PCB waste in a TSC.A chemical w aste landfill. Also, specilV 
level of residual contamination since confinnaton sampling w as perfomied. Indicate 
whether contamination exceeds residential use or industrial use levels.

Tlie Downed Utilitx’ Pole with Transtonners and Transtonner Storage Buildings were classilled 
as requiring no further action (NF.A) in the Ot H ROD.

Liuigurtge from the LI C'-RD: "i fUify Boles nith BCB Ttansformers—A Communitc 
Fnvironmental Response f acilitation .Act (CFRF.V) im estigation was conducted at .AL-A.AP in 
.Vpril 1994 under the BR.AC Fnvironmental Restoration Program (FRP). as required by Public 
Laws 100-526 and 101-510 (TFTC 1994). The associated report identiiled real property in .Area 
B that could be immediately reused and rede\eloped. Tlie study also identiiled si.\ additional 
areas with enviroimiental concents that were not cottsidered during pre\ious imestigations.
...AX ^■ilrious locations around .Area B. downed power poles w ith stained earth were observed. 
Sampling of the stained earth w as conducted as part of the Supplemental R1 for .VL.A.AP .Area 
B mtd revealed the presence of polychlorinated biphenyl (PC’B)-contaminated soils (S.VIC 
2001a). Tlie transfonners had been remo\ed during demolition operations. The contaminated 
soil was e.\ca\ated and disposed of offsite. Conllnnaton samples verilled the results of the soil 
remox al. No documentation about cleanup goals of utility poles w ith PCB transfonners is 
available."

S.VIC. 2001a. Supplemental R1 Report Remedial Investigation f easibility Stud\ . .Vlabama
.Anny .Atnmunition Plant - .Area B. Childersburg. .Alabama. Prepared forthe I .S. .Arm\’ 
Corps of Fngineers. Mobile District under Contact D.AAA15-91-D-0017. Delix ery Order 
No. D.A12. Prepared by Science Applications Inteniational Coiporation. Reston. \4rginia. 
f inal. .Vugust.



TETC (Tlie Earth Technoiogy Coiporalion). 1994. Coninuinity Em ironnienlal Response
i'aciiitation Act (CEREA) Rcpoil. Alabama .Vim\ .Vmmunition Plant. Ealladcga County. 
.Vlabama. Prepared for the U.S. .Vniiy Environmental Center. April.

Information from the Suppicmental RI Report by S.MC dated .Vugust 2001: ninely-in e soil 
samples were collected and anah /.ed for PCBs and Metals. Tliree of the samples exceeded 
50ppm PCBs. Sample SS-PO-047 was collected at the east side of the Bldg. 2240 South 
IVansfonner Storage .Vrea. .Vroclor 1260 \\ as detected at 102 ppm. Samples SS-PO-094 and SS- 
PO-095 were collected south of Bldg. 717A. total .Vroclors were 67.8 ppm and 106 ppm 
respecti\el\ in the Smokless Powder Manufacturing .Area.

Language from Oli7 ROD: ilie visual survey conducted under CERi .V identified 27 locations 
under and around utility poles with transfonners where the soil was blackened iuid bare of 
vegetation (TEC’f 1994). None of the transfonners had been tested for PCB contamination.
With the exception of a utility pole near Building 227D in the Smokeless Powder Manufacturing 
.Area (Study .Area 2). all locations are in the GS.A .Area. Each location was assigned a site 
number corresponding to the closest building, as follows:

708.A - Three utility poles on the north side 
703E - Two utility poles on the northwest portion
7i)3.\ fwo utility poles on the southw est and one on the southeast poilion 
2240 - Eight utility poles on the south side
2170 - One utility pole on the southeast and two on the south side 
704V fliree utility poles on the noilh side
717A - Two utility poles on the northeast and one on the southwest portion 
715.V One utility pole on the southeast poilion
227D One utility pole on the noilh side (in the Smokeless Powder Manufacturing .Vrea)

.A Supplemental Rl and baseline risk assessment conducted in 1996 identilled PCBs in soils as 
COCs based on protection of hunnui health and the en\ ironment. During the Supplemental RE 
surface soil samples w ere collected from each of the 27 utility pole areas. Risks for the 
residential land use scenario exceeded one or more risk targets (S.VIC 2001). llie soils 
suiTounding the utilit\ poles w ere excavated and disposed of in September and October 1999 
(I’S.ACE 1999). but a\ailable documents do not pro\ ide the \olume ofsoil that was remediated. 
Since soil remediation has been completed, no threats to human health or the en\ironment exist 
for unrestricted land use. Tlierefore. NE.A is required for this stud\’ area.

S.MC. 2001. Supplemental Rl Repoil Remedial Investigation feasibility Study. .Vlabama
-Viiny .Vmmunition Phint .Vrea B. Childersburg. .Alabama. Prepared for the f .S. .Ann\ 
Corps of Engineers. Mobile District under contact D.A.A.Al 5-91 -D-OOl 7. deli\ en order 
number D.A12. Prepared b\ Science .Applications International Corporation. Reston. 
\'irginia. Pinal. .August.

US.VCE (f .S. .Vrmy Coips of Engineers). 1999. .Vlabama .Vmiy .Vmmunition Plant Remedial 
.Actions. Pailnering Conference Presentation b> Ken Gray. Ecbriutiw 16.



Army Response: Tlie 017 ROD indicaies dial ihe CFRCI.A decision lor ihe I'liiily Poles with 
PCB Transibnner sile is NFA required. Tlie besl recolleclion of Ihe lew personnel remaining on 
the pro ject that were w orking at the site at the time is that the cleanup of the contaminated soil 
w ould not have been a CFRCLA effoil. but more of a house keeping activity. .A 1999 document 
entitledy'7/;<7/Report PCB Clean-i'p at.\L.CW dated November 1999 prepared by FFC should 
be a\ailable in the archi\e documents that are scheduled for scanning. Once this document is 
located more inlonnalion on the PCB cleanup may be a\ailab!e. The .Army assumes that the 
contaminated soil from the site was handled appropriately, additional i!ii'onnatio!i may come to 
light as historical documents become more easih accessible after scanning.

Implementation of the Ll f 'IP

Below are .Army Reponses to FP.A I.l X'lP connnents. FP.A respoitses to .Anny responses and 
.Aniiy latest responses to FP.A responses.

1. Army’s Response to C’oininent 26, 26A
llie Lf CIP clciirly designates the locations on the "No f ishing" signs at Study .Vreas 21 and 26. 
The "No Fishing" sigjis are placed along the entire length ofthe Study .Areas. The referenced 
RTC states that the disciission regarding the home range ofthe fish was inappropriate for a 
FI ^CIP and that discussion is not included.

EPA Response: Locations of a LUC arc based on w here a potential for exposure exists and iire 
not limited by site boundaries. Without evaluating the ecological receptors home range along 
w ith their location on the site, the .Anny does not know whether ihe site boimdan. as marked in 
the LI X'lP. controls the risk. It is not clear whether the potential for a receptor to migrate 
beyond the sile boundaiy has been e\a!ualed. nor whether the potential for predators ofthe 
receptor to feed on the site. LP.\ Citnnot agree to placement of signage at the site boundaiy 
w ithout adequate justification.

Army Response: Clarification. The LUC of postings to discourage fish consumption is a 
highly conser\ati\e approach to a human health risk that is already highly o\ereslimaled. The 
contaminated sediments from both ditches have been remediated. In the present setting, llshing 
in the w atcr bodies that :ire proposed for posting w ould be undesirable because: 1} the 
ditches creeks are frecjuenth dr\ and therefore pro\ ide poor or no habitat for fish: 2) the banks 
and suiTounding teirain is thickly vegetated, making fishing difficult: itnd 3) water moccasins are 
ubiquitous along the ditches creeks, especially near portions that contain water, diminishing the 
chance that a person would attempt to fish. Furlheniiore. ample oppoiiunity for belter fishing 
exists within a couple of miles of .AL.A.AP. Tlie postings were recommended for a future 
hypothetical setting in w hich clearing of vegetation provided better access to an\ w ater-filled 
stretches of .VLAAP water bodies and less desirable habitat for moccasins. Postings would be 
located along all stretches that could potentially be fished.

With regard to home range and as described abo\e. water le\els within .AL.A.AP water bodies are 
highly variable and dependent upon precipitation. During dn periods, the ditches creeks may be 
diy or Bow only intemiittently. Phis condition strongly limits both the size offish that may exist



and ihe range o\er which they max’ traxei. Small golden shiners, blue gill, and xarioiis species of 
sunllsh. (e g., green sunllsh): haxe been ibimd in the Red Water Ditch and Crossox er Ditch 
(SAIC Supplemental .RI Report 2001). Gerking (1953) has published that the majority ol green 
sunllsh hax e small home ranges from iOO to 2(J0 feet, i hero are other studies that confimi this 
rather sedentary habit of small streimi fish, llius. the fish at ALAAP are not expected to mox e 
x ery much up and dow n the ditches. It is thought unlikely that fish hu ge enough to be caught 
and kept for consumption following legal llshing limits in Alabama nax igate off .Al.AAP to 
present a risk to human health by being caught in adjacent water bodies for consumption.
1. eidos' ecologist returned to the site i!i 2013 to confirm prex ious assessinents and found 
conditions track with prex ious conclusions: fishing conditions are still poor on the site: the fish 
in the ditch are too small to be caught for food by angling. It is thought unlikely that fish leax e 
the site in search of food or that predators w ould come on the site in search of prey species. 
Predatoiy fish would not e.xclusix eix hunt in the ditches ;uid therefore their diet would be 
blended xxith prex outside the ditches xxhich would dilute a!ix contamimmt build up in their 
tissues. No study offish moxement out of or into the ditches has been conducted.

Pish tissue samples, w Inch gax e rise to concern, were collected from w ater bodies' interior to 
ALAAP. it should be noted that fillet samples could not be collected from the Red Water Ditch 
due to a!i abseiice offish large enough to proxide such a sample. Sainples generally xxere 
prepared as composites of small species or small indix iduais. In the hunnui health risk 
assessment, resident and recreational children and adults were assumed to eat 0.03 kg of .AL.A.AP 
fish per day for 120 days per year. This is approximately equal to 1 meal (8 oz. meals) per week 
for approximately four months of the year. Phis is unrealistic for the Red Water Ditch and the 
Crossox er Ditch based on the size and quantitx of fish present and is pai x of the reason whx the 
risks are considered ox erestiniates. Tlie warnings proposed for this LUC would be monitored by 
inspections of posted signs.

2. .Army's Response to Commeiif 33
Section ill.C of the Lnx ironmental Protection Prox isions attached to the Quitclaim Deed as 
"Lxhibit C" requires that a soil exeax ation plan be prox ided to LPA and Anny for their approx al 
prior to conduct of any exeax ation. If disposition of the soil is not satisfactory to RP.A. then FP A 
may require satisfactory rex isions to the plan prior to RP.A's approxak Tlie same is true with 
respect to Armx 's requiremeiits.

EPA's Response: .Vnx and all requirements, to the exient possible, need to be placed in the 
LUCTP document such that all p:alies and those not x ersed in the detail of the site or the 
agreement hax e a clear indication of the requirements for site use. .A prospectixe purchaser of 
the propeilx inax base a purchase price on their abilitx to moxe soil to anx location and find later 
that that is not possible. In addition, future implementers of the LUCTP max not be as familiar 
with the site and max inadx ciicntly approx e soil mox ement to uncontaminated poilions of the 
propeilx without clear indication in the LUCTP. fo the exient possible, the LLATP needs to be 
w ritten to prex ent potential exposures and do so w ith as much transpiu ency. as possible.

.Army Response: As a LUC implementation actix ity. an addendum will be added to the existing 
Final LUCTP for .AL.A.AP Area R and rex iexxed by stakeholders to fonnali/.e procedures for 
onsite mox ement or off-site disposal or reuse of soil that max be contaminated w ith explosix es-



related compounds and/or lead. This addendum will be added to the existing copies of the 
document without the need to reissue the document.

Please contact the undersigned if you have any question on these matters.

Sincerely,
Digitally signed by VAN DYKE.ANDREW.L.1200786714VAN

DYKE.ANDREW.L.12007 
86714 DYKE.ANDREW.L.1200786714 

Date; 2014.05.20 10:40:31 -04'00'

An(h'ew Van Dyke 
Program Manager 
Army BRAC Office

cc: Adam Wamke, ADEM
Martha Brock, EPA Region 4 
David Minvielle, Army ELD 
Ann Wright, Army OGC 
Melissa Shirley, USAGE 
Bill Millar, CALIBRE 
file



ATTACHMENT A

Excerpts from: “EPA Superfuiid Record of Decision, Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, 
EPA ID; AL621002UU08, Ol 01, C hUdersburg, AL " (12/31/1991) (emphasis added)

DECLARA i lON OI' THE RECORD OI' DECISION

DESCRIP riON OI' THE SEEEC'IED REMEDY

Ilie Stockpile Soils .Viva Operable L’nit addresses the principal threats from exp^osi^■es- lead. 
and asbestos containing material posed by the Stockpile Soils at the .Vlabama .Vnny .Vmmunition 
Plant, file Stockpile Soils .Viva Operable Unit consists of soil stockpiled in a co^vred building 
and on a concrete slab covered with an impermeable membrane. Ilie scope of the ROD is limited 
to the Stockpile Soils .Viva Operable Unit.

Ilie selected Remed\’ for the Stockpile Soils .Viva Operable Unit consists of the following;

• On-Eacility fhemial Treatment of Stockpile Soils

• On-Eacility Disposal of I reated Soil

• On- or OlT-Faciiity Disposal of .Asbestos-Containing Material

7.2 .Alteniatiw 2 - On-Facility Thermal Treatment and On-Faciiity Disposal of Treated Soil On 
or Off-Facility Disposal of .Asbestos-Containing Material

In .Vltemati^V 2. soil will be separated from the asbestos containing material. Soil will be 
transpoiled to the on-facilit> themial treatment unit for incineration, freated material will be 
anahzed for e.\plosi\es and lead to verify compliance \\ ith the treatment criteria as described in 
"Remediation Goals", in Section 9.1. The explosives will be destroyed during the incineration 
process. If lead coneentrathins in the treated soil «»r fly ash exceed the alhmable regulatory 
standaitls. that material will be stabilized hi compliance with Land Disposal Restrictions. 
Treated soil and stabilized material will be placed at the on-fadiity designated backfill ai ea 
at .A.A.AP. fhe on-facilit\ incinerator will be removed upon completion of the project.

.Asbestos-containing material \\ ill be containeri/ed and transported to an on-or olf-facility 
disposal facilit\ that meets the teclmical standards for asbestos disposal. The qiumtitN’ of material 
to be disposed of and the availabilitN of disposal facilities will detenninc whether on- or off- 
facility disposal of the asbestos-containing material will be used.



Excerpt from: “EPA Superfuiid Record of Decision: Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, 
EPA ID: AE62I0020008, Ol 02, C hildersburg, VI ‘ (11/15/1994) (emphasis added)

DECLARATION OT' TUL HNAL IN TLRIM RECORD OT' DECISION

DESCRIPTION OF THE SFEECTFD REMED'i'

The selected reiiiedy lor the Area B Soils Operable lhiil consists oTtlie following;

(A) Soils and Sediineiils (Sliid\’ Areas 6. 7. aiul 21)

• Clear, sur^■oy- and grid areas: perfomi soil and sediment sampling and analysis to delineate 
contamination by expiosi\ es (TNT. 1.3-dinitroben/.ene. and iein l) and lead.

• Eor contaminated areas: excavate soils mid sediments until excavation criteria are satisfied: 
screen materials: transport materials to the transportable incineration system (TIS-20) site in 
Area B: treat materials by incineration and/or stabili/.ation until treatment and disposal 
criteria are satisfied.

• Decontaminate o\ersi/e materials by crushing or shredding a!id treatment in the TIS-20. or 
by high-pressure water washing and disposal in the backfill area.

• Expand the existing on-site disposal area tor Ihiai placement of treated materials.

• Backim exca\ated areas in Study .Areas 6 and 7 and rough grade to pre-exca\ aled contours: 
backllll Study Area 21 to the ele\ alion ol'surrounding banks of the Red Water Ditch.

• C lose the disposal area in accordance with the existing approved permit application for 
treated soils (’’Treated Soils - Backfill .Vrea Permit .Vpplication f«»r the .Vlabama .Vrniy 
.Aiiiiiiimition Plant Stockpile Soils .Area Operable I nir'. March 1993).



Excerpt from: “EPA Superfuiid Record of Decision: Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, 
EPA ID: AE62I0020008, Ol 06, C hildersburg, VI ‘ (03/27/1997) (emphasis added)

DECLARATION OF THE INTERIM RECORD OF DECISION

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

llic selected remedy for the .Vi'ea 13 Soils Operable Unit IV consists of the following:

• Clear, survey, and grid areas: perform soil and sediment sampling and chemical anah sis to 
delineate explosi^■es and metals contamination.

• Use Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR) or test pits to locate suspected burning trenches in 
Study .Vi'cas 16 and 19.

• Lor contaminated areas (except Study .'uea 22); excavate soils until excavation criteria are 
satisfied: transpoil materials to the 'flS-2(J site in .Aj'ea B: treat materials by mcineration 
and/or stabilization until tieatment and disposal criteiia are satisfied: dispose treated 
material in the on-site backllll area. Stud\ .Aj'ea 22 will be addressed using an engineered 
landfill in accordance with the remedial option identified in the Draft f inal feasibility Study 
Report dated March 1996. prep:ii'ed by Science .Applications International Coiporation.

• If necessary, expand the existing on-site disposal :ii'ea for final placement of treated 
materials.

• Decontaminate oversize materials b\ crushing or slu'edding and treatment in the 'US-20 or by 
high-pressure water \\ ashing: dispose in the backl'ill area.

• freat contaminated process, sampling, and decontamination \\ aste\\ aters in the flS-20 
atjueous waste treatment s\ stem: reuse \\ ater for site dust control :ind process makeup.

• Conduct conllmiatoiy soil and sediment sampling and chemical anah sis to ensure that 
exca^■ation criteria have been satisfied.

• Backllll exca^■ated areas in \\ ith uncontaminated bono\\ soils and rough grade to pre­
excavated contours.

• Close the on-site disposnl are;i in accoidance with the existing appro\ ed permit 
applications for tieated soils (’* I'leated Soils - Backfill .Area Pennit .Application for the 
Vlabama Army Ammunition Plant”, March 1994 and November 1994).



ATTAC HMENT B 

ALAAP NHWL C ell 8 Data

Taken from lin\ ironmcntal Chemical Coiporation final Repoil Stabilization of 
Incinerator Treated Soil and Fly Ash and F.xca\ ated Soil Irom Study Area 14. 16. & 19

Januarv 1999



Attachment B - ALAAP 

NHWL Cell 8 Data

Taken from Environmental Chemical Corporation - Final Report -- Stabilization of Incinerator Treated Soil and Fly Ash and Excavated Soil
from Study Area 14, 16, S 19 ALAAP

Jan-99

Taken from Appendix F - Analytical Results

Total Lead EPA6010B Stockpiled Soil Results

Lab ID Customer Matrix Location Reporting Value Percent Comments Date Date
Sample No Limit

ma/ka ma/ka
Solids Received Analyzed

2684S-003 0820-CellS-STKPL Soil N/A 38 23 100 8/21/1998 8/26/1998
26895-005 0827-TC4-BLDG Soil N/A 39 46 100 8/28/1998 8/29/1998
2689^006 0827-CON-PAD Soil N/A 38 30 100 8/28/1998 8/29/1998
26978-005 0909-NW-COMP Soil N/A 4.0 87 100 9/10/1998 9/12/1998
26978-006 0909-SW-COMP Soil N/A 3.8 90 100 9/10/1998 9/12/1998
26978-007 0909-NE-COMP Soil N/A 4 0 641 100 9/10/1998 9/12/1998
26978-008 090S^SE-COMP Soil N/A 3 8 64 100 9/10/1998 9/12/1998

26978-007 0909-NE-Comp Soil N/A 4.0 105 100
■- :,| :-i

9/10/1998 9/16/1998

TCLP Metals EPA 601OA After Treatment in Pugmill

Arsenic Lead
Lab ID Custom er

Sample No.

Reporting
Limit
ma/L

Value

mo/L

Flag Reporting
Limit
ma/L

Value

ma/L

Flag Date
Sampled

Date
Received

Date
Analyzed

26626-001 0722-L2-T17 0 050 ... U 0.040 ... u 7/22/1998 7/23/1998 7/28/1998
26626-002 0722-L2-CE 0 050 ... u 0.040 0.09 7/22/1998 7/23/1998 7/28/1998
26626-003 0722-L1-CA 0 060 — u 0.040 — u 7/22/1998 7/23/1998 7/28/1998
26626-004 0722-L1-19 0.050 ... u 0 040 ... u 7/22/1998 7/23/1998 7/28/1998

26642-001 0723-L3^T17 0 050 ... U 0.040 ... u 7/23/1998 7/24/1998 7/26/1998
26642-002 0723^L3-CB 0 050 ... u 0.040 ... u 7/23/1998 7/24/1998 7/26/1998
26642-003 0723-L4-T19 0.050 ... u 0 040 ... u 7/23/1998 7/24/1998 7/26/1998
26642-004 0723-L4-CE 0.050 ... u 0 040 ... u 7/23/1998 7/24/1998 7/26/1998

26658-001 0727-L5-T19 0 050 ... U 0.040 0 043 7/27/1998 7/28/1998 7/30/1998
26658-002 0727-L5-CF 0 050 ... u 0.040 0 066 7/27/1998 7/28/1998 7/30/1998

26667-001 0728-L6-T17 0 050 ... u 0 040 Oil 7/28/1998 7/29/1998 S/1/199S
26667-002 0728-L6-CF 0 050 ... u 0 040 ... U 7/28/1998 7/29/1998 8/1/1998
26667-003 0728-L7-T19 0 050 ... u 0.040 0.16 7/28/1998 7/29/1998 8/1/1998
26667-004 0728-L7-CC 0 060 — u 0.040 0 069 7/28/1998 7/29/1998 8/1/1998
26667-005 0728-LS-T19 0.050 ... u 0 040 0 43 7/28/1998 7/29/1998 8/1/1998
26667-006 0728-LS-CD 0 050 ... u 0 040 0 13 7/28/1998 7/29/1998 S/1/199S

26678-001 0729-L9-T19 0 050 ... U 0.040 0.11 7/29/1998 7/30/1998 8/3/1998
26678-002 0729-L9-CG 0 060 — u 0.040 0.49 7/29/1998 7/30/1998 8/3/1998

26690-001 0730L10-T19 0 050 ... u 0 040 0 065 7/30/1998 7/31/1998 S/4/199S
2669l>002 0730L10-CG 0 050 ... u 0.040 0.12 7/30/1998 7/31/1998 S/4/1998
26690003 073OL11-T17 0 050 ... u 0.040 0 078 7/30/1998 7/31/1998 8/4/1998
26690004 073OL11-CH 0 060 — u 0.040 — u 7/30/1998 7/31/1998 8/4/1998
26690005 073OL12-T17 0.050 ... u 0 040 ... u 7/30/1998 7/31/1998 8/4/1998
26690006 073OL12-CK 0 050 ... u 0 040 0 10 u 7/30/1998 7/31/1998 8/4/1998



TCLP Metals EPA 601OA
Arsenic Lead

Lab ID Custom er
Sample No.

Reporting
Limit
ma/L

Value

ma/L

Flag Reporting
Limit
ma/L

Value

ma/L

Flag Date
Sampled

Date
Received

Dale
Analyzed

26710-001 0803-L13-T8 0 050 on 0 040 ... U 8/3/1998 8/4/1998 8/8/1998
2671l>002 0803-L13-CK 0 050 ... U 0.040 0 064 8/3/1998 8/4/1998 S/8/199S
26710-003 0803-L14-T17 0 050 ... U 0.040 0.10 8/3/1998 8/4/1998 8/8/1998
26710-004 0803-L14-CL 0 060 0.092 0.040 0.14 8/3/1998 8/4/1998 8/8/1998
26710-005 0803-L15-T19 0.050 Oil 0 040 0 47 8/3/1998 8/4/1998 8/8/1998
26710-006 0803-L15-CJ 0 050 0 99 0 040 0 32 8/3/1998 8/4/1998 8/8/1998

26724-001 0S04-L16-T19 0 050 ... U 0.040 0.24 8/4/1998 8/5/1998 8/8/1998
26724-002 0804-L16-CJ 0 060 0.11 0.040 0.60 8/4/1998 8/6/1998 8/8/1998
26724-003 0804-L17-T19 0.050 0 13 0 040 0 39 8/4/1998 8/5/1998 8/8/1998
26724-004 0804-L17-CI 0 050 0 054 0 040 0 53 8/4/1998 8/5/1998 8/8/1998

26732-001 0S04-L1S-T19 0 050 ... U 0.040 4.60 8/5/1998 8/6/1998 8/14/1998
26732-002 0804-L18-C1 0.050 ... u 0 040 ... U S/5/1998 8/6/199S 8/7/1998
26732-003 0804-L19-T19 0.050 ... u 0 040 041 8/5/1998 8/6/1998 8/7/1998
26732-004 0804-L19-CL 0 050 ... u 0 040 ... u 8/5/1998 8/6/1998 8/7/1998

26739-001 0S06-L20-T14 0 050 0.074 0.040 ... u 8/6/1998 8/7/199S 8/S/1998
26739-002 0806-L20-CH 0.050 ... U 0 040 ... u S/6/1998 8/7/199S 8/S/199S
26739^003 0806-L20-T17 0 050 0 089 0 040 ... u 8/6/1998 8/7/1998 8/8/1998
26739-004 0806-L20-CK 0 050 ... u 0 040 ... u 8/6/1998 8/7/1998 8/8/1998

26762-001 081Q-L22-T19 0 060 — U 0.040 0.29 8/10/1998 8/11/1998 8/12/1998
26762-002 0810-L22-CG 0.050 ... u 0 040 ... U S/10/1998 8/11/199S 8/12/199S
26762-003 0810-L23-T19 0 050 ... u 0 040 ... U 8/10/1998 8/11/1998 8/12/1998
26762-004 081I>L23-CJ 0 050 ... u 0.040 0 047 8/10/1998 8/11/1998 8/12/1998

26771-001 0811-L24-T17 0 060 — U 0.040 0.28 8/11/1998 8/12/1998 8/13/1998
26771-002 0811-L24-CJ 0.050 ... u 0 040 0 30 8/11/1998 8/12/1998 8/13/1998
26771-003 0811-L25-T19 0 050 ... u 0 040 0 79 8/11/1998 8/12/1998 8/13/1998
26771-004 0811-L25-CF 0 050 ... u 0.040 2.5 8/11/1998 8/12/1998 8/13/1998

26796-001 0813-L26-CF 0 060 — U 0.040 0.59 8/13/1998 8/14/1998 8/16/1998
26796-002 0813-L26-TK10 0.050 ... u 0 040 1 3 8/13/1998 8/14/1998 8/18/1998

26836-001 0818-L27-CD 0 050 ... U 0.040 0.11 8/18/1998 8/20/1998 8/21/1998
26836-002 0S1S-L27-TK8 0 050 ... u 0.040 0.13 S/1S/199S 8/20/199S 8/21/1998
26836-003 081S-L28-CC 0.050 ... u 0 040 0 068 S/19/1998 8/20/199S 8/21/1998
26836-004 0818-L28-TK13 0.050 ... u 0 040 0 069 8/19/1998 8/20/1998 8/21/1998

26848-001 0820-L29CB 0 050 ... U 0.040 0.072 8/18/1998 8/21/1998 8/22/1998
26S4S-002 0S2OL2S-TK26 0 050 ... u 0.040 ... u S/1S/199S 8/21/199S 8/22/1998

26866-001 0824-L30-CJ 0 050 ... u 0 040 0 081 8/24/1998 8/25/1998 8/26/1998
26866-002 0824-L30-TK19 0 050 ... u 0 040 ... U 8/24/1998 8/25/1998 8/26/1998
26866-003 0824-L31-CI 0 050 ... u 0.040 0.11 8/24/1998 8/25/1998 8/26/1998
26866-004 0824-L31-TK17 0 060 — u 0.040 0.11 8/24/1998 8/26/1998 8/26/1998
26866-005 0824-L32-CE 0.050 ... u 0 040 0 060 S/24/1998 8/25/199S 8/26/199S
26866-006 0824-L32-TK19 0 050 ... u 0 040 0 25 8/24/1998 8/25/1998 8/26/1998



TCLP Metals EPA 601OA
Arsenic Lead

Lab ID Custom er
Sample No.

Reporting
Limit
ma/L

Value

ma/L

Flag Reporting
Limit
ma/L

Value

ma/L
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Dale
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26887-001 0825-L33-CC 0 050 ... U 0 040 ... U a;25/l998 8/27/1998 8/29/1998
26887-002 0825-L33-CCQA 0 050 ... u 0.040 0.17 8/25M998 8/27/1998 8/29/1998
26887-003 0825-L33-TK5 0 050 ... u 0.040 ... U 8/25/1998 8/27/1998 8/29/1998
26887-004 0825-L33-TK5OA 0 060 — u 0.040 — U 8/25/1998 8/27/1998 8/29/1998
26887-005 0825-L34-CB 0.050 ... u 0 040 ... U 8/25/1998 8/27/1998 8/29/1998
26887-006 0825-L34-CBQA 0 050 ... u 0 040 0 24 8/25/1998 8/27/1998 8/29/1998
26887-007 0825-L34-TK17 0 050 ... u 0.040 ... U 8/25/1998 8/27/1998 8/29/1998
26887-008 0S25-L34-TK17QA 0 050 0.059 0.040 0.18 8/25/1998 8/27/1998 8/29/1998
26887-009 0825-L35-CF 0 060 — u 0.040 — U 8/25/1998 8/27/1998 8/29/1998
26887-010 0825-L35-CFOA 0.050 ... u 0 040 ... U 8/25/1998 8/27/1998 8/29/1998
26887-011 082^L35-TK10 0 050 ... u 0 040 ... U 8/25/1998 8/27/1998 8/29/1998
26887-012 0825-L35-TK10QA 0 050 ... u 0.040 ... U 8/25/1998 8/27/1998 8/29/1998
26887-013 0S25-L36-CA 0 050 ... u 0.040 0.14 8/26/1998 8/27/1998 8/29/1998
26887-014 0825-L36-CAQA 0.050 ... u 0 040 ... U 8/26/1998 8/27/1998 8/29/1998
26887-015 0825-L36-TK3 0.050 ... u 0 040 0 18 8/26/1998 8/27/1998 8/29/1998
26887-016 082^L36-TK3QA 0 050 ... u 0 040 0 090 8/26/1998 8/27/1998 8/29/1998

26895-001 0827-L37-CE 0 050 ... u 0.040 0.18 8/27/1998 8/28/1998 8/30/1998
26895-002 0827-L37-CEQA 0.050 ... u 0 040 0 78 8/27/1998 8/28/1998 8/30/1998
26895-003 0827-L37-TK6 0 050 ... u 0 040 0 042 8/27/1998 8/28/1998 8/30/1998
2689^004 0827-L37-TK6QA 0 050 ... u 0 040 1 5 8/27/1998 8/28/1998 8/30/1998
26895-007 0827-L38-CL 0 050 ... u 0.040 0.047 8/27/1998 8/28/1998 8/30/1998
26896-008 0827-L38-TK15 0 060 — u 0.040 0.23 8/27/1998 8/28/1998 8/30/1998

26907-001 0828-L35-COMP 0 050 ... U 0 040 0 082 8/28/1998 8/31/1998 9/2/1998
26907-002 0828-L39-COMPQA 0 050 ... u 0.040 ... u 8/28/1998 8/31/1998 9/2/1998
26907-003 0828-L39-TK5 0 050 ... u 0.040 ... u 8/28/1998 8/31/1998 9/2/1998
26907-004 0828-L39-TK5OA 0 060 — u 0.040 — u 8/28/1998 8/31/1998 9/2/1998

26913-001 0831-L40-C40 0 050 ... U 0 040 0 047 8/31/1998 9/1/1998 9/3/1998
26913-002 0831-L40-C40QA 0 050 ... u 0.040 0.11 8/31/1998 9/1/1998 9/3/1998
26913^003 0831-L40-TK13 0 050 ... u 0.040 1.1 8/31/1998 9/1/1998 9/3/1998
26913-004 0831-L40-TK130A 0 060 — u 0.040 0.062 8/31/1998 9/1/1998 9/3/1998
26913-005 0831-L41-C41 0.050 ... u 0 040 0 26 8/31/1998 9/1/1998 9/3/1998
26913-006 0831-L41-C41QA 0 050 ... u 0 040 0 080 8/31/1998 9/1/1998 9/3/1998
26913-007 0831-L41-TK14 0 050 0.13 0.040 0.17 8/31/1998 9/1/1998 9/3/1998
26913^008 0831-L41-TK14QA 0 050 ... u 0.040 0.25 8/31/1998 9/1/1998 9/3/1998

26913-001 0901-L42-C42 0.050 ... U 0 040 0 042 9/1/1998 9/2/1998 9/3/1998
26918-002 0901-L42-C42QA 0 050 ... U 0 040 0 34 9/1/1998 9/2/1998 9/3/1998
26918-003 0901-L42-TK20 0 050 ... U 0.040 0.046 9/1/1998 9/2/1998 9/3/1998
26918-004 0901-L42-TK20QA 0 050 ... U 0.040 0.041 9/1/1998 9/2/1998 9/3/1998
26918-005 0901-L43-L43 0.050 ... U 0 040 0 054 9/1/1998 9/2/1998 9/3/1998
26918-006 0901-L43-L43QA 0 050 ... U 0 040 on 9/1/1998 9/2/1998 9/3/1998
26918-007 0901-L43-TK7 0 050 ... U 0 040 0 056 9/1/1998 9/2/1998 9/3/1998
26918-008 0901-L43-TK7QA 0 050 0.052 0.040 0.077 9/1/1998 9/2/1998 9/3/1998

26932-001 0902 L 44 COMP 0.050 ... U 0 040 0 068 9/2/1998 9/3/1998 9/4/1998
26932-002 0902 L 44 COMP QA 0 050 ... u 0 040 ... u 9/2/1998 9/3/1998 9/4/1998
26932-003 0902L44TK5 0 050 ... u 0.040 ... u 9/2/1998 9/3/1998 9/4/1998
26932-004 0902 L 44 TK5 QA 0 050 ... u 0.040 ... u 9/2/1998 9/3/1998 9/4/1998

26946-001 0903-L45-COMP 0.050 ... u 0 040 ... U 9/3/1998 9/4/1998 9/6/1998
26946-002 0903-L45-COMP-QA 0 050 ... u 0 040 0 30 9/3/1998 9/4/1998 9/6/1998
26946-003 0903-L45-TK 0 050 ... u 0.040 0.28 9/3/1998 9/4/1998 9/6/1998
26946-004 0903^L45-TK-QA 0 050 ... u 0.040 0.045 9/3/1998 9/4/1998 9/6/1998
26946-005 0903-L46-COMP 0 060 — u 0.040 0.078 9/3/1998 9/4/1998 9/6/1998
26946-006 0903-L46-COMP-QA 0.050 ... u 0 040 0 063 9/3/1998 9/4/1998 9/6/1998
26946-007 0903-L46-TK 0 050 ... u 0 040 ... U 9/3/1998 9/4/1998 9/6/1998
26946-008 0903-L46-TK-QA 0 050 ... u 0.040 0.050 9/3/1998 9/4/1998 9/6/1998



TCLP Metals EPA 601OA
Arsenic Lead
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26973-001 0908-L47-COMP 0 050 ... u 0 040 0 055 9/8/1998 9/9/1998 9/10/1998
26973-002 0908-L47-COMPQA 0 050 ... u 0.040 ... u 9/8/1998 9/9/1998 9/10/1998
26973-003 0908-L47-TK23 0 050 ... u 0.040 0.17 9/8/1998 9/9/1998 9/10/1998
26973-004 090&-L47-TK230A 0 060 — u 0.040 — u 9/8/1998 9/9/1998 9/10/1998
26973-005 0903-L48-COMP 0.050 ... u 0 040 0 16 9/8/1998 9/9/1998 9/10/1998
26973-006 090a-L48-COMPQA 0 050 ... u 0 040 ... u 9/8/1998 9/9/1998 9/10/1998
26973-007 0908-L48-TK10 0 050 ... u 0.040 ... u 9/8/1998 9/9/1998 9/10/1998
26973^008 090S-L4S-TK10QA 0 050 ... u 0.040 0.041 9/8/1998 9/9/1998 9/10/1998

26973-001 0909^L49-COMP 0.050 ... u 0 040 ... u 9/9/1998 9/10/1998 9/11/1998
26978-002 0909-L49-COMPQA 0 050 ... u 0 040 ... u 9/9/1998 9/10/1998 9/11/1998
26978-003 0909-L49-TKS 0 050 0.11 0.040 ... u 9/9/1998 9/10/1998 9/11/1998
26978-004 0909-L49-TK8QA 0 050 ... u 0.040 ... u 9/9/1998 9/10/1998 9/11/1998
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€
Reaching 364,000 Households Per Week

256-241 -1 900 256-299-21 53 205-884-3400

1 -866-989-0873
Anniston Star The Daily Home
Star Plus The St. Clair Times
Jacksonville News
Piedmont Journal Coosa Valley Advantage
Cleburne News Lakeside Magazine

CO \ SOLIDATED CLASSIFIED
9^ NOTICES

HELP ELIMINATE 
CHILD ABUSE

by reporting information day 
or ni^t on confidential 

basis, as follows: Monday 
tbrou^ Friday, 8 a.m. to 5 

p.m.. Department of Human 
Resources. Talladega. 

256-761-6600 or 
666-398-0905 Any hour day 

or night. Sheriffs Office. 
Tallai^. 256-362-6117, 

Sylacauga 256-245-5121 or 256-249-3811,

PUBLIC NOTICE 
Talladega County participates 

in the National Flood Insurance 
Program, Any Development in 
a flood hazard area requires a 

permit. Development in a 
floodway is pronibited. For 

more information contact the 
Talladega County Highway 

Department at 256-761-2136,

After ALL 

These Years,

wanVed

Need Extra Income?

Looking for dedicated 
people in the Pell City area. 
We have delivery routes in 
your area available now!

Early morning hours. 
Bring your information to 
The Daily Home office at 

M Ft. Lashley Ave.. 
Talladega, or call 256-362-1000.

HELP
WANTED

HVAC Service Tech
paid depending on experience 256-223-2250

CDL-A Owner Operators.
S5.000 SIgn-on Bonus! Week­
ends HOME! GREAT Weekly 
Pay! Flatbed, lyr recent exp 

Ashley: 866-985-9430

Leoh
in the

CLASSIFIEDS
foir

great
deals!!!

Part Time Driver 
Wanted

With Hazmat and Tank 
Endorsement. 

$18.00 Per Hour 
Hauling Diesel Fuel 

J&MTank

imtankiobs.com or Call Jeff 
Sandlin ® 256-245-3933

We are still 
your best 
source for

Classifieds.
The

Daily Home
256-299-2153

1-866-989-0873

IHiton do better.

HONDA.
Honda MartufaeUirirtg of Alabama

NOW HIRING!
Elwood Staffing is recruiting 
for manufacturing 
assignments at 
Honda Manufacturing 
of Alabama. LLC located in 
Lincoln. Alabama.

Base Pay Rates 
1st Shift-S13.25 per hour 
2nd&3rdShlH -S13.91 per hour. 
Assignments require rotation 
of shifts every two weeks.

Apply online or contact the 
Elwood Staffing office below.
www.elwoocyobs.ccHh 
115 Court St- North, Ste. A 
Talladega, AL 35160 
256,362,1953 EOE

©Iwood staffing
lU hent7 prof^f,

TO THE BEST OF OUR KNOWLEDGE
All of the ads in this column 
represent legitimate offerings, 
however The Daily Home 
does recommend that read­
ers exercise normal business 
caution in responding to ads.

GARDEN
PRODUCE

White field corn and okra 
Call 256-435-9066

MISC. 
FOR SALE

TO THE BEST OF OUR KNOWLEDGE
All of the ads in this column 
represent legitimate offerings, 
however The Daily Home 
does recommend that read­
ers exercise normal business 
caution in responding to ads.

WANTED 
TO BUY

Wanting to Buy:
Comics and comic 

collections. 30 year collector 
looking to buy collectible 
comics. Please contact 
Robert at 256-310-0274

TO THE BEST OF OUR KNOWLEDGE
All of the ads in this column 
represent legitimate offerings, 
however The Daily Home 
does recommend that read­
ers exercise normal business 
caution in responding to ads

HELP
WANTED

DONOR RELATIONS
We need 10 motivated 

individuals for 
Our collection and billing departments!

We offer a fun and fast paced 
environment with 

Unlimited earning potential 
Earn $10-$15 per hour 

to start!
No Sales. No exp req.

F^id Gaining. B/C insurance available.
RT and P\T positions available 

with opportunities for advancement! 
Background che^ and High 
School Diploma or eqv. fleq. 

Call Mr. Johnson 256-245-2994

------------MIDWbSr
( MISJ logistics

SYSILMS

Does Your Currmt Route Get You Home Daily? 
OURS DOES!

Local trucking company looking for Class A Drivers that want to be home 
daily. Must have 2 years experience and a dean MRV. We are also hiring 
Veterans who have military transportation experience.

We Offer The Following:
• Home Daily • Paid Vacations • Competitive Salaries
• Dedicated Runs • Ouarierfy Bonus « Dtrect Deposit
• No Touch Freight • Excellent Benefits • Paid Weekly
• Paid Holidays • Newer Equipment

Benefits:

• Medical Insurance • Vision Insurance • Uniforms Provided
• Denial Insurance • Lire Insurance • Short & Long Term Disability

• 401^ Retirement Plan with Matching Contributions
If you vrant to work for a company that Is focused on employee 
satisfaction while ^so meeting cusfomer expectations, apply today by calling...

Bert Foster 
567-644-3407

or email:

COME JOIN 

OUR WINNING TEAM!
NOW HIRING ALL POSITIONS

▼DOUGLAS

Douglas Manufacturing
located in Pell City, is accept­
ing applications for an experi­
enced accounting clerk/book­
keeper. Applicants should 

be organized, highly motivated, 
team oriented & able to work in 

a fast paced environment & 
have minimum of three (3) yrs 
experience. Apply in person at 
300 Industrial P^rk Or, or email 

your resume to; mieggett
® d0uglasmanufacturin9.com

/YT\ *Sales •Service •Office Staff 
•Housekeeping •Delivery 

yEARS •Detail/Ciean Up
•Finance Service Assistant 

•Technology Specialist

Apply In Person or at PellCityFord.com

TOWN & COUNTRY
“Experience Our Award Winning Attitude"AlabamaFord.com

205-338-9463

YARD
SALES

ASHVILLE- Estate Sale. July 
29th & 30th, 8a-3p, ® 145 

Pike Hill Rd. Home & Garage 
full of items that need to be 

sold. Some old & some new!!

UNFURNISHED 
■3® APARTMENTS

, MOBILE 
‘HOME SALES

TO THE BESTOFOUR KNOWLEDGE
All of the ads in this column 
represent legitimate offerings, 
however The Daily Home 
does recommend that read­
ers exercise normal business 
caution in responding to ads.

Harrison Estates 
Apartments
(20S)814-1468 

Free Water. Garbage, 
Sewage and Ffest Control.

1 & 2 Bedrooms. Pets 
Welcome! Managed by MRD 

Hwy231 & 16th Ave.S
Pell City g 

www.mrdapaitmenls com

NIMALS

Private duty nursing jobs for 
LPN's & RN’s available in 

surrounding areas, 
call 1-800-844-0195

Happy Jack Onex: wound 
dressing repels flies and kills 

hatching larvae. Prevents 
infection. Promotes healing. 

TALLADEGA COUNTY EXCHANGE

(447-6560) (kennelvax.com)

.--^FURNISHED
APARTMENTS

1 Br, all utilities incl., plus cable, 
single or couple. No pets, 

256-362-8080: 256-493-3909

Starting at $500/mo. 1 BR.
all utilities & cable. No pets! 

Call 256-493-3909

AUTUMN TRACE APARTMENTS 
Sylscauga.occasionsI 

vacancies 
NICE 1.2 AND 3BR 266-249-2126

Pineview Landing Apts, 
in Talladega

1,2, S3
occasional vacancies. 
Call (256) 362-3412, www.pineviewlanding.com

RIVERBEND
WATERFRONT

APTS.
1 Bedroom

2 Bedrooms ^563 to ^575 
3 Bedrooms ®647*®

*WasherS dryer connections 
•Boat launch S piers
1-800-226-4404
205-884-4400

Riverside

UNFURNISHED 
•3® APARTMENTS

T’dega- 2 Apartments for rent 
on Patty Ln. 1 is Available 
August 1 St the other one is 
Available S^tember 1st. 

S575/mo., S500/dep. Must be 
lyear lease. 256-649-0411 

WOODHILL 
APARTMENTS 

Special for 1&2 Bedroom 
Apartments. Now Leasing!

1 br $300/mo. & 2br $350/mo. 
All electric, CH&A, carpet, and 
laundry on site. We temporarily 

can rent apartinents to all 
persons without Income 

restrictions. Call 256-245-5128

t£i
.. RESORTS 144RENTALS 

VACATIONS

Panama City Beach Beach- 
side Condo, Thomas Dr. Bale. 
Kitchen, Pool. $100/day tax 

sleeps 4,256-820-4319 or 
256-591-5157. 256-310-5648

JUBILEE
TOWNHOMES

PcII City. AL

NOW LEASING
3 Bedroom...$675
4 Bedroom...$800 

Cali 205-338-2253
700Jubi lee Circle 

JubileeTown@gmail.com I

^i^;UNFURNISHED

Talladega, 519 W. Street N. 
2.5BR, 2BA for more info 256-493-4800.

3br,2ba. Igden. kit. Iiv rm 
917 Scott St, Talladega 

SOLD AS IS $38500 803-599-7705

T'Oega-122 Morgan St. 2 
blocks from hospital. 4 blocks 
from shopping strip. Upstairs, 
living room, dining room, 2BR,

1 BA, kitchen, closed in deck 
(12x30), open deck (12x10). 

Great view. Downstairs: Moth- 
er-in-lawapt., same as above. 
Comer lot w/ extra, fenced lot.

enclosed garage. $75,000. 
205-491-6531 or 205-277-9668 

(leave message)

ll.SJUBIT]

PUBLIC NOTICE
U.S. ARMY BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE DIVISION

and the
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (USEPA) 
announce the former Alabama Army Ammunition Plant 

Superfund Site Five-Year Review 
Public comment period; July 26 to August 24,2017

The U. S. Army Base Realignment and Closure Division is conducting the 
fourth Five-Year Review (FYR) for the former Alabama Army Ammunition 
Plant (ALAAP) Superfund Site (i.e., the site). The objective of the review 
is to ensure the selected remedy for the site continues to protect human 
health and the environment.
The ALAAP facility was operated during World War II to produce nitro­
cellulose, single-base smokeless powder, and nitroaromatic explosives 

such as trinitrotoluene (TNT), dinitrotoluene (DNT), and tetryl. The site, located 
approximately 4 miles north of Childersburg, Alabama, on Alabama Highway 235, 
consists of approximately 2,235 acres of primarily undeveloped land and is commonly 
known as AreaB. The site was listed on the National Priorities List (NPL) in July 1987 
and has undergone numerous environmental investigations and site clean-ups. The 
Army transferred site ownership to the City of Childersburg in Apri! 2003.

This FYR addresses Operable Unit (OU) 7 which encompasses all selected remedies 
at study areas within ALAAP - Area B. OU-7 consists of soil, surface water, and 
sediment from the following study areas:

•Study Area 2 - Smokeless Powder Facility
•Study Area 3 • Sanitary Landfill and Lead Facility
•Study Area 4 - Manhattan Project Area
•Study Area 7 - Northern TNT Manufacturing Area
•Study Area 6 • Acid/Organic Manufacturing Area
•Study Area tow -Tetry! Manufacturing Area
•Study Area 16 - Flashing Ground
•Study Area 17 - Propellant Shipping Area
•Study Area 18 - Blending Tower Area
•Study Area 19 - Lead Facility
•Study Area 21 - Red Water Ditch
•Study Area 22 • Demolition Landfill
•Study Area 26 - Crossover Ditch
•Building 6 - Coke Oven
•South Georgia Road Dump

The selected remedy for the site includes land use controls. In addition, this FYR 
addresses remedial actions, including excavation, treatment, and disposal of 
contaminated soils and sediments at a number of study areas.
The FYR process includes review of data and new information, inspection of the sites, 
and community interviews. Completion of the current FYR is scheduled for September 
2018.

The U. S. Army Base Realignment and Closure Division is seeking information from 
individuals familiar with the sites. As someone living in the vicinity, you may have 
information that can help the review team determine if the selected remedies are still 
protective. Some examples of the type of information that U.S. Army Base Realignment 
and Closure Division is interested in receiving include:

•Ways the selected remedy at the site is not protective of human health or the 
environment;

•Buildings or land around the site being used in new ways;
•Any unusual activities at the site, such as dumping, vandalism, or trespassing: 
•Ways the selected remedy at the site has affected the area.

If you have information that might 
be helpful, please send it to:
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Mobile District 
ATTN: EN-GE (Shirley)
PO Box 2288 
Mobile, Alabama 36628,
251-690-2616 or
melissa.I.shlrlev® usace.armv.mil

For additional information, historical 
documents may be reviewed at: 
Local Document Repository 
Earle A. Rainwater Memorial Library 
124 Ninth Ave SW 
Childersburg, Alabama 35044
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Reaching 364,000 Households Per Week
256-241-1900 256-299-2153 205-884-3400

1 -866-989-0873
Anniston Star 
Star Plus
Jacksonville News 
Piedmont Journal 
Cleburne News

The Daily Home 

The St. Clair Times 

Coosa Valley Advantage 

Lakeside Magazine

CONSOLIDATED CLASSIFIED
PUBLIC

NOTICES

HELP ELIMINATE 
CHILD ABUSE

by reporting information day 
or night on confidential 

basis, as follows: Monday 
through Friday, 8 a.m. to 5 

p.m.. Department of Human 
Resources, Talladega, 

256-761-6600 or 
866-398-0905 Any hour day 

Of night. Sheriffs Office, 
Talladega, 256-362-6117, 

Sylacauga 256-245-5121 or 256-249-3811,

PUBLIC NOTICE
Talladega County participates 

in the National FIo<m Insurance 
Program. Any Development in 
a fi(^ hazard area r^utres a 

permit. Development in a 
floodway is prohibited. For 

more information contact the 
Talladega County Highway 

Department at 256-761-2136.

PASS TIME 
WHILE 

WAITING.
READ THE 

CLASSIFIEDS.

Daily Home
Subscribe today and save off 

the newstaad price.

256-299-2153
1-866-989-0873

TO THE BEST OF OUR KNOWLEDGE
All of the ads in this column 
represent legitimate offerings, 
however Tine Daily Home 
does recommend that read­
ers exercise normal business 
caution in responding to ads.

03cr,

WANTED
HVAC Service Tech

paid depending on experience 256-223-2250

Need Extra Income?

Looking for dedicated 
people in the Pell City area. 
We have delivery routes in 
your area available now!

Early morning hours. 
Bring your information to 
The Daily Home office at 

46 Ft. Lashley Ave., 
Talladega, or call 256-362-1000.

Vfi WANTED

City of Sylacauga has an 
immediate evening for part 

time Rrefighfers- High 
School/G.E.O. required. Valid 

State Driver's License required.
Current certification as a 

Rrefighterfrom Alabama Fire 
College. Must submit to 

bawground checks. 
pre-em(Hoyment and random 
drug screens, physical and 

psychological testing. MF/VD/EOE

MOBILE UNFURNISHED
Jr^HOME SALES apartments

UNFURNISHED
APARTMENTS

O’
TO THE BEST OF OUR KNOWLEDGE

All of the ads in this column 
represent legitimate offerings, 
however The Daily Home 
does recommend that read­
ers exercise normal business 
caution in responding to ads.

do better.
HONDA.
Honda Manufacturing of Alabama

NOW HIRING!
Elwood Staffing is recruiting 
for manufacturing 
assignments at 
Honda Msuiutacturing 
of Alabama, LLC located in 
Lincoln. Alabama.

Base Pay Rates 
1st Shift-$13.25 per hour 
2nd &3itl Shift-$13.91 per hour. 
Assignments require rotation 
of shifts every two weeks.

Apply online or contact the 
Elwood Staffing office below.
www.elwoodjobs-COT 
115 Court St. North, Ste.A 
Talladega. AL 35160 
256.362.1953 EOE

®wood staffing
//v' Ih^rrr

GARDEN
PRODUCE

White field corn and okra
Call 256-435-9066

FOR SALE
Propane Tank 500 Gal. 

Valued at $1,200, sacrifice for 
$750. Good condition. Call 

256-362-9300 or 509-664-6931.

TO THE BEST OF OUR KNOWLEDGE
All of the ads in this column 
represent legitimate offerings, 
however Tine Daily Home 
does recommend that read­
ers exercise normal business 
caution in responding to ads.

WANTED 
TO BUY

Wanting to Buy;
Comics and comic 

collections. 30 year collector 
looking to buy collectible 
comics. Please contact 
Robert at 256-310-0274

WANTED
A PLASTIC INJECTION

MOLDING COMPANY in 
Leeds. Al. is accepting applica­

tions for machine operators, 
and other skilled positions with 
injection mdding background. 
Looking for highly motivated 
ev)d detail oriented people. 

Must be to pass a drug 
screen/background check. Ap­
ply in person @ 8220dunna- 

vant rd, between hours of 
9a-1^ & 1p-3p, or send re­

sume to: pgillarddepcmfg.com 
EOE M/F VeVDisabled

DONOR RELATIONS
We need 10 motivated 

individuals for 
Our collection and billing departments!

We offers fun and fast paced 
environment with 

Unlimited earning potential 
Earn $10-$15 per hour 

to start!
No Sales. No e;^ req.

Paid training. B/C insurance available.
RT and PVT positions available 

witti opportunities for advancement! 
Background check and High 
School Dipkxna or eqv. Req. 

Call Mr. Johnson 256-245-2994

Hiring Drivers
Taking A^ications for 

Concrete Mixer Drivers and 
Dump Truck Drivers 

All applicants must have a 
valid drivers license and clean 
MVR. Truck drivers must have 

a CDL either Class A or 
Class B. Minimum of 1 yrs 

experience required.
Local hauling. Home 

every night.
Apply in person at; 
Waites Concrete & Construction 

210 Stephen J. White 
Memorial Blvd., 

Talladega. AL. 35160 
Office hours are 9:00am-3:00pm 

Monday thru Friday EOE

Muffler Installer needed 
Welding & Mechanic 

experience necessary. Call 
Robert at Oxford Muffler 256-831-4392 

between 8am & 5pm

Part Time Driver 
Wanted

With Hazmat and Tank 
Endorsement. 

$18.00 Per Hour 
Hauling Diesel Fuel 

J&M Tank

jmtankjobs
Sandlin 3s.com or Call Jeff 

■ Sandlin ® 256-245-3933

PART-TIME CUSTOMER 
SERVICE REPRESENTATIVE
The Talladega County Commission is 

currrently recruiting for a
Part-Time Customer Service 

Representative I for the Revenue Dept.
Application, job description and required 

qualifications are available at the
Talladega Career Center located at 
1005 South Street East, Talladega or 
online at www.talladegacountyal.org.

Deadline; Close of buisness on _
Friday, August 4, 2017. |

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY GMPLOYER I

------MIDWEST
r MLS J LO(i!STICS

______ SYSlhMS

Doss Your Currmt Route Get You Home Dally? 
OURS DOES!

Local trucking company looking forClass A Drivers tint want to be home 
daily. Must have 2 years experienceand a dean MRV. We are also hiring 
Veterans who have military transportation experience.

We Offer The Following:
> Competitive SaJaiies 
' Direct Deposit 
' Paid Weekly

< PaidVacatiors
• Quarterly Bonus
• Excellent Benefits
• Newer Equipment

Benefits:

• Vision Insurance • Uniforms Provided 
> Life Insurance • Short i Long Term Disability itribi

• Home Daily
• Dedicated Runs
• No Touch Freight
• Paid Holidays

• Medical Insurance
• Dental Insurance

• 401 (K) Retirement Plan with Matching Contributions
If you virant to work for a company that is focused on em[4oyee 
satisfaction while also meeting customer expectations, apply today by calling...

Bert Foster 
567-644-3407

or email:

TO THE BEST OF OUR KNOWLEDGE
All of the ads in this column 
represent legitimate offerings, 
however The Daily Home 
(does recommend that read­
ers exercise normal business 
caution in responding to ads.

ANIMALS

Happy Jack Onex: wound 
dressing repels flies and kills 

hateJiing larvae. Prevents 
infection. Promotes healing.

TALLADEGA COUNTY EXCHANGE

(447-6560) (kennelvax.com)

___ FURNISHED 
APARTMENTS

AUTUMN TRACE APARTMENTS 
Sylacauga,occasional 

vacancies 
NICE 1. 2AND 3BR 256-249-2126

Pineview Landing Apts. inTalladega
1,2,&3

occasional vacancies. 
Call (256) 362-3412- www.pineviewlanding.com

T'dega- 2 Apartments for rent 
on Patty Ln. 1 is Available 

August 1st the other one is 
Available September 1st, 

S575/mo.. $500/dep. Must be 
1 year lease. 256-649-0411.

WOODHILL 
APARTMENTS 

Special for 1&2 Bedroom 
Apartments. Now Leasing!

1 br $300/mo. & 2br $350/mo. 
All electric. CH&A. carpet, and 
laundry on site. We temporarily 

can rent apartments to all 
persons without income 

restrictions. Call 256-245-5128

JUBILEE
TOWNHOMES

Pdl Ciiy.Ai

NOW LEASING
3 Bedroom...$675 
4Bedroom...$800 

Call 205-338-2253 
700 Jubilee Cirde 

JubileeTown@gmail.com I

LzJ

1 Br, all utilities incl., plus cable,
single or couple, No pels, LSJ 256-362-8080:256-493-3909

^ RESORTS 144^^ RENTALS 
VACATIONS

Panama City Beach Beach- 
side Condo. Thomas Dr. Bale. 
Kitchen. Pool, $100/day -h tax 
^eeps 4, 256-820-4319 or 256-591-5157.256-310-5648

UNFURNISHED

Starting at $500/mo. 1 BR,
all utilities & cable. No pels! 

Call 256-493-3909

uNFuRNi|HEo | ^JVERBEND^

APTS.Harrison Estates 
Apartments 
(205)814-1468 

Free Water, Garbage. 
Sewage and Pest Control.

1 & 2 Bedrooms, Pets 
Welcome! Managed by MRD 

Hwy231 & 16th Ave. S 
$ Pell City g 

www.mrdapartments.com

1 Bedroom ^531“

2 Bedrooms ®563 to ®575 
3 Bedrooms ^647'^ 

•Washer & dryer connections 
♦Boat launch & piers
1-800-226-4404
205-884-4400

Riverside

HOUSES

Odenville*3br 2-1/2 ba. 
near sdx>ols, park & shopping. 
$750mo rent & dep $750. NO 

PETS 205-903-9571 or 205-674-3268

T’dega 2BR$475mo 
256-362-4194 256-223-1518

icii WATERFRONT 
RENTALS

Lin. 557 SheKon Shores 2br. 
Iba. Cabin for rent. Dock & 
year round water. $600/mo 

w/S600.dep. Smoke free resi­
dence. Credit R^rort & ref. req. 770-722-1829

YARD
SALES

PC- 70 Sage Dr, (Morning- 
side Sub)Thurs. Aug 3rd. Fri, 
Aug 4th. Sat, Aug 56). 8a-4p.

PC- Estate Sale Fri, Aug 
4th, 8a-3p. & Sat, Aug 5th, 

8a-12. 1p-4p half price, ® 201 
Country Lane. Furn, hh items, 
women's clothes, tools, out­

door items, w/d, 
lots of misc

Sylacauga/Waco-Thurs., 
Aug. 3rd, Fri., Aug. 4lh & Sal. 

Aug. 6lh. from 8-12 at 207 Pine 
St.. Estate Sale, cash only.

InjMiT]

PUBLIC NOTICE
U.S. ARMY BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE DIVISION

and the
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (USEPA) 
announce the former Alabama Army Ammunition Plant 

Superfund Site Five-Year Review 
Public comment period: July 26 to August 24, 2017

The U. S. Army Base Realignment and Closure Division is conducting the 
PK'JH fourth Five-Year Review (FYR) for the former Alabama Army Ammunition 

Plant (ALAAP) Superfund Site (i.e., the site). The objective of the review 
is to ensure the selected remedy for the site continues to protect human 
health and the environment.
The ALAAP facility was operated during World War II to produce nitro­
cellulose. single-base smokeless powder, eind nitroaromatic explosives 

such as trinitrotoluene (TNT), dinitrotoluene (DNT), and tetryl. The site, located 
approximately 4 miles north of Childersburg, Alabama, on Alabama Highway 235, 
consists of approximately 2,235 acres of primarily undeveloped land and is commonly 
known as Area B. The site was listed on the National Priorities List (NPL) in July 1987 
and has undergone numerous environmental investigations smd site clean-ups. The 
Army transferred site ownership to the City of Childersburg in April 2003.

This FYR addresses Operable Unit (OU) 7 which encompasses all selected remedies 
at study areas within ALAAP - Area B. OU-7 consists of soli, surface water, and 
sediment from the following study areas:

•Study Area 2 - Smokeless Powder Facility
•Study Area 3 • Sanitary Landfill and Lead Facility
•Study Area 4 - Manhattan Project Area
•Study Area 7 - Northern TNT Manufacturing Area
•Study Area 8 - Acid/Organic Manufacturing Area
•Study Area 10W • Tetryl Manufacturing Area
•Study Area 16 • Flashing Ground
•Study Area 17 - Propellant Shipping Area
•Study Area 18 - Blending Tower Area
•Study Area 19 - Lead Facility
•Study Area 21 - Red Water Ditch
•Study Area 22 - Demolition Landfill
•Study Area 26 - Crossover Ditch
•Building 6 ■ Coke Oven
•SouSi Georgia Road Dump

The selected remedy for the site includes land use controls. In addition, this FYR 
addresses remedial actions, including excavation, treatment, and disposal of 
contaminated soils and sediments at a number of study areas.
The FYR process includes review of data and new information, inspection of the sites, 
and community interviews. Completion of the current FYR is scheduled for September 
2018.

The U. S. Army Base Realignment and Closure Division is seeking information from 
individuals familiar with the sites. As someone living in the vicinity, you may have 
information that can help the review team determine if the selected remedies are still 
protective. Some examples of the type of information that U. S. Army Base Realignment 
and Closure Division is interested in receiving include;

•Ways the selected remedy at the site is not protective of human health or the 
environment;

•Buildings or land around the site being used in new ways;
•Any unusual activities at the site, such as dumping, vandalism, or trespassing; 
•Ways the selected remedy at the site has affected the area.

If you have information that might 
be helpful, please send it to:
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Mobile District 
ATTN; EN-GE (Shiliey)
PO Box 2288 
Mobile, Alabama 36628, 
251-690-2616 or
melissa.I.shirleyQusac6.army.mil

For additional information, historical 
documents may be reviewed at: 
Local Document Repository 
Earle A. Rainwater Memorial Library 
124 Ninth Ave SW 
Childersburg, Alabama 35044



THE DAILY HOME

State of Alabama 

Talladega County
Before me, a notary public in and for the county and state above listed, personally appeared Nell 
Sinclair who, by me duly sworn, deposes and says that: “My name is Nell Sinclair. I am the clerk 
of The Daily Home. The Newspaper published the attached legal notice(s) in the issue(s) of:

vJiXlq

The sum charged for publication was $ 1 The sum charged by the Newspaper for
said publication does not exceed the lowest classified rate paid by commercial 
customers for an advertisement of similar size and frequency in the same newspaper(s) in which 
the public notice(s) appeared. There are no agreements between the Newspaper and the officer or 
attorney charged with the duty of placing the attached legal advertising notices whereby any 
advantage, gain or profit accrued to said officer or attorney.”

AFFIANT

Sworn and subscribed this ^ day of , 20J^.

Notary Punttc

Ad# c?



ATTACHMENTC

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC INQUIRIES DURING PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Shirley. Melissa L CIV USARMY CESAM fUSl 
Elliott. Heather: Samson. Connie D.
Van dvke. Andrew L (Andv^ CIV USARMY HODA ACSIM (US^
Atkinson response to our answers: ALAAP 5 Year Review Public Notice 
Wednesday, August 23, 2017 7:14:21 PM

FYI see email below from Aktinson saying we have answered his comments/questions.

Thanks,
Melissa
251-690-2616

-----Original Message-----
From: Talladega County Probate |~mailto:probate@talladeQacountval.orQl 
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 10:06 AM
To: Shirley, Melissa L CIV USARMY CESAM (US) <Melissa.L.Shirley@usace.army.mil>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: ALAAP 5 Year Review Public Notice

Ms. Shirley:

You have answered my questions and thanks for coming to Talladega County next week.

Maybe my schedule will allow me to meet you in Childersburg - if you have questions or need any 
assistance, please contact Tess Daniel, my Judicial assistant at 256-362-4175 x 1001.

Please remember my door is always open to you with kindest regards and best wishes.

Billy Atkinson

-----Original Message-----
From: Shirley, Melissa L CIV USARMY CESAM (US) [mailto:Melissa.LShirley@usace.army.mil]
Sent: Monday, August 21, 2017 4:02 PM
To: Talladega County Probate <probate@talladegacountyal.org>
Cc: Elliott, Heather <Heather.Elliott@calibresys.com>; Connie Samson (connie.d.samson@leidos.com) 
<connie.d.samson@leidos.com>
Subject: ALAAP 5 Year Review Public Notice

Mr. Atkinson,

Attached are responses to your questions/comments you raised during our telephone conversation on 
August 9th. I hope these responses answer your questions. If you would like to discuss them, please 
tell me. I am available this week via phone and I will be in Childersburg next week if you would like to 
speak in person.

Thank you for your interest in the ALAAP five year review, Melissa

Melissa L. Shirley, P.E.
US Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District 
CESAM-EN-GE 251-690-2616 
109 St. Joseph Street, Mobile, AL 36602 
PO Box 2288, Mobile, AL 36628 
melissa.l.shirley@usace.army.mil

-----Original Message-----
From: Shirley, Melissa L CIV USARMY CESAM (US)



Sent: Friday, August 11, 2017 11:50 AM
To: Connie Samson (connie.d.samson@leidos.com) <connie.d.samson@leidos.com>; Elliott, Heather 
<Heather.Elliott@calibresys.com>; 'probate@talladegacountyal.org' <probate@talladegacountyal.org> 
Subject: FW: ALAAP 5 Year Review Public Notice

Thank you for the revision. We will get back to you with responses.

Happy Friday,
Melissa
251-690-2616

-----Original Message-----
From: Talladega County Probate rmailto:Drobate@talladeaacountval.orQl 
Sent: Friday, August 11, 2017 8:45 AM
To: Shirley, Melissa L CIV USARMY CESAM (US) <Melissa.L.Shirley@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: ALAAP 5 Year Review Public Notice

See below on #4

Billy L. Atkinson, Probate Judge
Talladega County
#1 Court Square
P.O. Box 737
Talladega, AL 35161
256-362-4175

-----Original Message-----
From: Shirley, Melissa L CIV USARMY CESAM (US) rmailtQ:Melissa.L.Shirley@usace.army.mil]
Sent: Thursday, August 10, 2017 1:58 PM
To: Talladega County Probate <probate@talladegacountyal.org>
Subject: ALAAP 5 Year Review Public Notice

Mr. Atkinson

Thank you for your call yesterday in response to the notice we put in the paper about the upcoming 
Five Year Review at ALAAP.

We will add your questions/comments to the responsiveness section of the five year review, 
read the questions/comments below and tell me if you have any change/additions.

Please

1. You recommended we contact the Childersburg library and speak to Susan Carpenter for info about 
ALAAP.

2. You asked how the cancer rate around ALAAP compares to the cancer rate in other parts of the 
country.

3. You stated that citizens are concerned about ALAAP because they need jobs and work in the area. 
The impression is that you are concerned that the Industrial Park will not succeed.

4. You mentioned the burned soil and that the public is not aware of it. I think you meant that the 
public is not aware that the site was cleaned up - and how it was cleaned up, and when and how 
effective.

5. You asked if the property can be used for industry. You stated that "the signs say it is contaminated 
so it can't be used", and you asked if some parts could be used.



Thank you for your interest in the ALAAP five year review, Melissa

Melissa L. Shirley, P.E.
US Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District 
CESAM-EN-GE 251-690-2616 
109 St. Joseph Street, Mobile, AL 36602 
PO Box 2288, Mobile, AL 36628 
melissa.l.shiriey@usace.army.mil



Alabama Army Ammunition Plant-Area B Five Year Review, August 17,2017
Responses to questions raised by Billy Atkinson in response to ALAAP Five Year Review public notice.

1. Question: You recommended we contact the Childersburg library and speak to Susan Carpenter 
for info about ALAAP.
Response: Thank you for the recommendation. We speak to the librarian at the Childersburg 
library when we add documents to the administrative record, which is housed at the library.

2. Question: You asked how the cancer rate around ALAAP compares to the cancer rate in other 
parts of the country.
Response: While there is no information available about cancer rates in the immediate vicinity 
of ALAAP, please see the attached memo for information about cancer rates in Talladega County 
and how the rates compare to other parts of the state and the country.

3. Question: You stated that citizens are concerned about ALAAP because they need jobs and work 
in the area. You are concerned that the Industrial Park will not succeed.
Response: The Army understands your concern and supports the redevelopment plans for the 
Childersburg Industrial Park.

4. Question: You mentioned the burned soil and that the public is not aware of it; that the public is 
not aware that the site was cleaned up and how it was cleaned up, and when and how effective. 
Response: Information about the cleanup of ALAAP is available at the Childersburg library. The 
Cleanup is summarized in the 2013 Five Year Review Report and will also be summarized in the 
five year review currently being prepared by the Army. The Army will email a copy of the 2013 
Five Year Review Report to you if you would like.

5. Question: You asked if the property can be used for industry. You stated that "the signs say it is 
contaminated so it can't be used", and you asked if some parts could be used.
Response: All parts of the former ALAAP can be used for industrial purposes, such as 
warehousing, manufacturing, office buildings, and vehicle maintenance. As with most 
properties within an incorporated area, there are a few restrictions for anyone developing the 
property. The restrictions on the former ALAAP are listed on the signs: no unauthorized 
excavation, digging, grading, or drilling; no access or use of groundwater, and no use of the 
property for residential purposes, such as housing, playgrounds, or childcare facilities. The signs 
are in place to notify users of these restrictions.

Additional information about reuse of superfund sites may be found in the following document: 
A Citizen's Guide to Understanding Institutional Controls at Superfund, Brownfields, Federal 
Facilities, Underground Storage Tanks, and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Cleanups

https://www.epa.gov/fedfac/citizens-guide-understanding-institutional-controls-superfund-
brownfields-federal-facilities



Question 2 from Mr. Billy L Atkinson in response to public notice for the ALAAP - Area B Five Year 
Review: How does the cancer rate around ALAAP compare to the cancer rate in other parts of the 
country?

While there is no information available about cancer rates in the immediate vicinity of ALAAP, please see 
the information below about cancer rates in Talladega County and how the rates compare to other parts 
of the state and the country.

The following information was compiled based on statistics collected from the National Cancer Institute 
and the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC)'s State Cancer Profiles 
(https://www.statecancerprofiles.cancer.gov/index.htmn. This website provides the ability to view the 
cancer statistics for a variety of metrics, including geographical region, race, age, sex, and specific cancer 
types. The statistics cited below reflect data compiled from five years (2010-2014) and include all races, 
all ages, both sexes, and all cancer types. The data from 2010-2014 is the most current data available that 
have completed the national data synthesis and quality assurance processes.

Cancer incidence is defined by the number of new cases of cancer per 100,000 people per year. Data from 
2010-2014 indicates that the national cancer incidence is 443.6 whereas individual states in the U.S. range 
from 373.8 (New Mexico) to 510.8 (Kentucky). Alabama ranks 30*^ in cancer incidence (448) in the United 
States, at a rate slightly above the national incidence rate. Ranking 30’^ in the cancer incidence in the 
United States means that there are 29 states in the United States that have a higher cancer incidence rate 
than Alabama. The overall trend for 2010 - 2014 shows a decrease in cancer incidence for the United 
States and Alabama (shown in Table 1 below). States surrounding Alabama include Mississippi, Georgia, 
and Tennessee. Each of the surrounding states has a higher cancer incidence than the United States and 
Alabama; however the overall trend for five years (2010-2014), like Alabama, shows a decrease in cancer 
incidence for these three surrounding states.

ALAAP is located in Talladega County. Talladega County, Clay County (east of Talladega County), and 
Calhoun County (north of Talladega County) have cancer incidences above the national and Alabama 
rates. Shelby County (west of Talladega County) and Coosa County (south of Talladega County) are below 
the national and Alabama cancer incidence rates. Talladega and its surrounding counties have maintained 
a stable cancer incidence from 2010 - 2014. Table 1 below provides a summary of this information.



Table 1. Summary of Cancer Incidence Rates In the United States, Alabama, and Talladega County and
Surrounding States and Counties

{Source: https://www.statecancerprofiles.cancer.gov/incidencerates/)

County
Age-Adjusted Incidence Rate - 

cases per 100,000
Average Annual 

Count Recent Trend
US'-" 443.6 1,556,536 falling

Mississippi 465.1 15,351 falling
Te n n essee~^^^H 457.7 ™ 33,972 ™ falling

Georgia 452.5 44,972 falling
.Alabama _H 448 25,117 falling

Alabama Counties^’^

Clay County 467.2 87 stable

Calhoun County 458.4 648 stable

Talladega County 451.2 450 stable

Shelby County 433.7 904 stable

Coosa County 363.2 59 stable

^ Source: CDC's National Program of Cancer Registries Cancer Surveillance System (NPCR-CSS) November 
2016 data submission and SEER November 2016 submission as published in United States Cancer 
Statistics.

^ Source: State Cancer Registry and the CDC's National Program of Cancer Registries Cancer Surveillance 
System (NPCR-CSS) November 2016 data submission.

^ Source: Incidence data provided by the National Program of Cancer Registries (NPCR). EAPCs calculated 
by the National Cancer Institute using SEER* Stat. Rates are age-adjusted to the 2000 US standard 
population (19 age groups: <1, 1-4, 5-9, ... , 80-84,85+). Rates are for invasive cancer only (except for 
bladder cancer which is invasive and in situ) or unless otherwise specified. Population counts for 
denominators are based on Census populations as modified by NCI. The 1969-2015 US Population 
Data File is used with NPCR November 2016 data.

EAPC = Estimated Annual Percentage Change

SEER = Surveillance, Epidemiology, and End Results

References:

https://www.statecancerprofiles.cancer.gov/index.html

https://www.statecancerprofiles.cancer.gov/incidencerates/



Samson, Connie D. [US-US]

Subject:
Attachments:

FW: public comments on ALAAP 5 Year Review Public Notice 
US Army Corp Eng.docx

......Original Message......
From: jmpowelll@charter.net [mailto:jmpowelll@charter.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 4:16 PM
To: Shirley, Melissa L CIV USARMY CESAM (US) <Melissa.L.Shirley@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] ALAAP 5 Year Review Public Notice

Please find attached a copy of the letter which is being mailed to you.

Monty Powell

Sent from Mail <Blockedhttps://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?Linkld=550986> for Windows 10



tiECElVED
By f;5ejjgn>(s at 11.-51 ajn. Ssp 0!^ 2i><7

To: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Mobile District 

Attn: EN-GE (Shirley)

From: Industrial Board of Childersburg

Chamber of Commerce of Greater Coosa Valley 

Childersburg Commercial Development Authority

RE: Comments to the Alabama Ammunition Plant Five Year Review

commercial
following:

The Childersburg Industrial Park, commonly known as Area B is one of the prime areas for 
industrial development in the state of Alabama. We have existing railroad access, utilities, 
proximity to the Coosa river and over 2,200 acres of land ready for development. With ail of 
these advantages, we have been unable to attract industry to the area as one might expect.

The base dosed 72 years ago and millions of dollars have been spent on "cleanup'" of the site. 
Yet the building restrictions last placed on the property some 14 years ago have remained. In 
1977, more than 1,200 acres of the plant property was sold to Kimberly Clark for the 
construction of a massive paper mill. During the construction, contamination was found on

returned to the company. Over 2000 employees safely worked on that property. Yet properh/ 
contiguous to the Kimberly Clark property has had very restrictive land constraints.

The deed conveying the property to the city contained restrictive covenants as to the type of 
construction allowed; ex. no residential. The deed provides that the property has been 
remediated for commercial and industrial purposes. Further, it restricts the use of ground 
water, without permission and the excavation of any property v/ithout medical extraction plan 
that is approved.



The above-named commenters would like to strenuously object to the placement of over _____
warning signs throughout the property. Frankly, it makes one fee! unsafe by merely driving or walking 
by the property. These signs are unnecessary and repetitious. Because of the deed restrictions, no one 
may purchase said property without being made aware of the restrictions and having them incorporated 
ir^ their deed. Further, before building could commence, a permit must be obtained from the city 
building inspector. Therefore, we respectfully ask that these "warning signs" be removed at the earliest 
possibledate.

Additionally, the deed, itself contemplates the removal of restrictions when the property has been 
appropriately remedied. It appears that the restrictions were placed upon all transferred property, even 
though many of the acres were not contaminated or had been remediated to the point at which there 
was no danger. For example, the 150 plus acres that are adjacent to the Coosa river were never used 
for manufacturing and were turned over to the city for recreational purposes. We, therefore 
respectfully request that acres which no longer pose a threat to safety, if they ever did, be removed 
from the restrictive covenants as soon as practical.

Finally, for areas that are found to present a problem, we ask that those areas be "cleaned up" so that 
the grasp of commercial and industrial development can be fully realized. We, of course do not 
advocate the use of property which could be harmful. But we respectfully submit that the length of 
time the property has been without harmful manufacturing, the millions of dollars already spent on 
remediation should be considered in the release of restrictions altogether or the loosening of 
restrictions which would more easily allow development of industry in the park.

While public safety is always of great concern, the lack of jobs and commercial development are also 
detrimental to the human development. Over the past years, our paper plant has been the only factory 
employment and now employs only a couple of hundred people. The downtown of Childersburg Is 
primarily a ghost town. The city and the surrounding area are desperate for the creation of new jobs. 
We, therefore implore you to seek to protect the environment without unnecessary restrictions that 
preclude economic gain for our city.

Thank you for your consideration.

Bruce Hunt, PreM/^yyfUmtnal Board of Childersburg 

—I
7

Tom Roberts, Director, Chamber of Commerce of Greater Coosa Valley

___________ __ _________________
J Montgomery Powell, President, Childersburg Commercial Development Authority



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF FOR INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT

600 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON. DC 20310-0600

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF

Base Realignment and Closure Division 26 October 2017

Industrial Board of Childersburg
Chamber of Commerce of Greater Coosa Valley
Childersburg Commercial Development Authority

SUBJECT; September 2017 letter on the Five Year Review at the Alabama Army 
Ammunition Plant (ALAAP) - Area B from the Industrial Board of Childersburg, 
Chamber of Commerce of Greater Coosa Valley and Childersburg Commercial 
Development Authority

Mr. Hunt, Mr. Roberts, and Mr. Powell:

Thank you for taking the time to respond to the Army’s request for public comment as 
part of the five-year review process.

All of the former ALAAP - Area B property is available for commercial/industrial use 
now and has been since the property was transferred to the City in 2003. All identified 
soil sources were remediated to industrial standards as documented in the ALAAP Area 
B Soils, Surface Water and Sediment Record of Decision (ROD), finalized in 2012. The 
deed restrictions prohibit unauthorized groundwater access, soil excavation without a 
pre-approved soils management plan, and any use other than commercial/industrial.
We expect these deed restrictions to remain on the property in perpetuity and we do not 
believe they are overly restrictive.

The Army understands that the warning signs, placed eleven years after the property 
transferred, have created unintentional issues for the City’s redevelopment efforts. The 
warning signs were placed at specific study areas in 2014 after the ROD was finalized 
and as defined in the Land Use Control Implementation Plan (LUCIP) ALAAP - Area B. 
The Army is in the process of reviewing the LUCIP, at the Mayor’s request, and will 
coordinate with Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region IV and Alabama 
Department of Environmental Management (ADEM), to see if the number of warning 
signs can be decreased.

The Army would be happy to meet with you to discuss your concerns further.
If you have any questions or would like to arrange a meeting, please contact Ms. 
Heather Elliott at 256-217-1678.

Primed on
@

Recycled Paper



Sincerely,

Copies Furnished;

Tim Woolheater, ERA 
Daniel Arthur, ADEM 
Melissa Shirley, USAGE 
Susan Ryan, ELD 
Heather Elliott, BRAC/CALIBRE

Andrew Van Dyke 
Program Manager 
Army BRAG Office



COUNCIL MEMBERS;
Blixy LESTER
MAYOR PBOTEMPOne 
R. M. (BUBBA) CLECKLER. JR. 
RALPH R. RICH 
ANGESATWYMON 
MICHELE N. WHISMAN

JAMES D. PAYNE
MAYOR

SANDBAG.DONAHOO 
cmr CLERK

AIMEE P. BURNETTE
TBEASUHER

March 9,2016

Mr. Harold Taylor 
EPA-4SF-FFB 
61 Forsyth Street 
Atlanta, GA 30303

Dear Mr. Taylor,

We request that the City of Childersburg be allowed to remove the signs from the study areas associated with the 
former Alabama Army Ammunition Plant (ALAAP). The warning signs are required in section 3.2.2. of the Land 
Use Control Implementation Plan (LUCIP) for ALAAP Area B dated November 2013. At the time of our review of 
the LUCIP, we did not realize the impact these signs would have on our ability to market the property. Since the signs 
were installed in 2014, they have been a deterrent to potential buyers, and have serve to scare people away from 
locating industry on the property by stating the property is contaminated, which it is not It simply has land use 
controls on it that limit it to industrial use. While the signs at the fenced in landfills are acceptable, the signs for the 
study areas are very numerous and redundant as the property already has use restrictions incorporated into the deeds, 
ordinances and covenants and greatly discourage companies from considering the site as a possible location.

Most recently, Fritz Winter North America, an automotive brake manufacturer, eliminated the Childersburg Industrial 
Park due to environmental concerns. The company would have invested SI94 million and have employed 343 people 
had concerns not been raised by the signs declaring the site contaminated.

We look forward to hearing from you on this matter as it is of great importance to the reuse of the former ammunition 
plant site and to economic growth of Childersburg.

^ames Payne 
Mayor

Cc: Tim Woolheater 
DPA-4SF-FFB 
61 Forsyth Street 
Atlanta, GA 30303

Andrew Van Dyke 
DAIM-ODB 

600 Army Pentagon 
Washington, DC 203010-0600

Daniel Arthur 
ADEM
P.O.Box 301463 
Montgomery, AL 36130-1463

201 8th Ave., S.W. • P. O. Box 369 Childersburg, AL 35044-0369 • Phone (256) 378-5521/378-5522 —Fax (256) 378-5190
Web Page Address; www.chlldersburg.org 
E-mail; administration @ childersburg.org



lii® 1; l?lii#>Bl
NO UNAUTHORIZED 

EXCAVATION, DIGGING, 

GRADING, OR DRILLING.

NO ACCESS OR 

USE OF GROUNDWATER

NO RESIDENTIAL USE.

NO PLAYGROUNDS.

CONTACT CLRA CHAIRMAN 

AT 256-378-5521
REFERENCE; SA2



Citp of Cf)ilbers?liurg
COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

BILLY LESTER
MAYOR PRO TEMPORE
TERRY KAYE CLECKLER 
RALPH R. RICH 
ANGESATWYMON 
MICHELE N.WHISMAN

JAMES D. PAYNE
MAYOR

AIMEE P. BURNETTE
CrTY CLEJWTREASURER

August 31,2016

Mr. Tim Woolheater 
EPA-4SF-FFB 
61 Forsyth Street 
Atlanta, GA 30303

Dear Mr. Woolheater,

The City of Childersburg appreciates the opportunity to discuss the concerns and issues relative to 
the current signs located at the Industrial Site Property associated with the former Alabama Army 
Ammunition Plant. The warning signs are required in section 3.2.2. of the Land Use Control 
Implementation Plan (LUCIP) for ALAAP Area B dated November 2013. At the time of our 
review of the LUCIP, we did not realize the impact these signs would have on our ability to market 
the property. Since the signs were installed in 2014, they have been a deterrent to potential buyers. 
The signs located in the study areas are numerous and redundant as the property already has use 
restrictions incorporated into the deeds, ordinances and covenants and greatly discourage 
companies from considering the site as a possible location.

Most recently, Fritz Winter North America, an automotive brake manufacturer, eliminated the 
Childersburg Industrial Park due to environmental concerns. The company would have invested 
$194 million and have employed 343 people had concerns not been raised by the signs declaring 
the site contaminated.

The City of Childersburg request that the sign be placed only at the entrance of the Industrial Park 
with prospective buyers required to sign an affidavit acknowledging the land use restrictions 
relative to excavating, water use, and development. Another alternative, is the sign be limited in 
quantity and the language be changed:

NOTICE:
Excavating Permit Required.

Water is not suitable for human consumption.

201 8th Ave., S.W. • P O. Box 369 Childersburg, AL 35044-0369 • Phone (256) 378-5521/378-5522 — Fax (256) 378-5190
Web Page Address www.childersburg.ofg 

E-mail aburnette@childersburg.org



We look forward to hearing from you on this matter as it is of great importance to the reuse of the 
former ammunition plant site and to economic growth of Childersburg.

James Payne 
Mayor

TIM WOOLHEATER 
DPA-4SF-FFB 
61 FORSYTH STREET 
ATLANTA, GA 30303

ANDREW VAN DYKE 
DAIM-ODB
600 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 203

DANIEL ARTHUR 
ADEM
P.O. BOX 301463 
MONTGOMERY, AL 36130-1463
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 4

ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 
61 FORSYTH STREET 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960

November 1, 2016

Mayor James D. Payne 
City of Childersburg 
201 Avenue
Childersburg, Alabama 35044-0369

Dear Mayor Payne:

Thank you for your letter dated August 31, 2016, following the meeting with the Army, ADEM, EPA 
and the City of Childersburg regarding the Land Use Controls (LUCs) associated with the former 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant (ALAAP). EPA has considered the request that the City be allowed 
to remove certain signs and modify the LUCs to have the perspective purchasers sign an affidavit of 
acknowledgement regarding the controls. EPA remains committed to the redevelopment of the 
former ammunition plant in a manner that is protective of human health and the environment.

The signs are an important aspect of the remedy with regard to protectiveness as they notify not 
just prospective purchasers but any others that may use the property. While it is regrettable that 
the contamination on the property may limit certain prospects, EPA believes that signs serve a 
critical role in informing the public that they should use due diligence in determining whether 
they would like to use or purchase this property. While it is the case that certain prospective 
purchasers consider “less encumbered” property as more advantageous, there have been other 
factors that enabled companies around the country to redevelop Superfund properties. The signs 
certainly raise the level of awareness of all parties regarding the contamination issues which 
serves all parties in the redevelopment efforts.

This being said, EPA has accepted an Army request to modify the signs in order to remove the 
word “contaminated” from the signs. With the modification to the signs, EPA senses that the 
signs will serve the purpose of notifying prospective purchasers such that they may research the 
issues concerning the property and make a properly informed choice regarding its purchase. EPA 
expects that the modification will strike the appropriate balance between public concern and 
public awareness.

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Recycled Paper {Minimum 30% Postconsumer)



Should you have any further concerns, please feel free to contact me at 404-562-8510 or 
woolheater.tim@epa.gov.

Since; ly,

Tim Woolheater
Senior Remedial Project Manager 
'Restoration and Sustainability Branch 
Superfund Division

cc: Andrew Van Dyke
Army Program Manager, Operations Army Medical Branch 
Department of the Army, Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management 
Taylor Building, Room 5000 
2530 Crystal Drive 

Arlington, VA 22202

Arthur Daniel
Alabama Department of Environmental Management 
1400 Coliseum Blvd.
Montgomery, AL 36110-2059



ATTACHMENT D

INTERVIEW RECORDS AND LETTER TO PROPERTY OWNERS



INTERVIEW RECORD
Site N;inie: Al;ib;ini;i Army Ammunition PLint Are;i B EPA ID No.: AL6210020008

Subject: Operable l^nit 7 Fi>e-Vear Re> iew Time: 10:00 Date: 05/25/17

Type: □ Telephone x \’isil □ (!)lher
Location of \’isit: City Hall, Childersburg, AL

□ Incoming □ (!)ulgoing

Contact Made By:

Name: Mike (Jidzejs/Rupa Price Title: Geologist/Engineer Organization: Leidos

Indixidual Contacted:

Name:
Aimee Burnette 
Ken Wesson 
Calvin Miller

Title:
City Clerk 
City Mayor
Executi>e Director, Economic 
Doelopment Authority (EDA)

Organization:
City of Childersburg 
City of Childersburg 
Talladega County

Telephone No: (256)378-5521
Fax No:
E-Mail Address: aburnette;5 chlldersburg.org

Street .Address:
City, State, Zip: Childersburg, .AL

Suiiiiiiai'y Of Coiix ei’sation

1. What is your overall impression of the project? (general sentiment)

2. What effects have site operations had on the surrounding community?

3. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and administration? If so, please 
give details.

4. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, trespassing, or emergency 
responses from local authorities? If so, please give details.

5. Do you feel well informed about the site’s activities and progress?

6. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s management or operation?

Each individual was interviewed separately and afforded an opportunity to respond to the questions. In general, the 
responses from each focused on the negative impact that the LUC warning signs (at the study areas, requiring 
LUCs) were having on perspective entities interested in purchasing ALAAP - Area B property. Each suggested that 
the signs were a significant contributor to fleeting interest in ALAAP property.

Calvin Miller added that he feels the USACE keeps him well informed and that the police do a good job of patrolling 
ALAAP.

Page 1 of 1



INTERVIEW RECORD
Site N;inie: Al;ib;iimi Army Ammunition PLint Are;i B EPA ID No.: AL6210020008

Subject: Operable l^nit 7 Fi>e-Vear Re> iew Time: 10:00 Date: 7/14/17

Type: □ Telephone □ \’isil X (!)lher
Location of \’isit: Form completed by inter> iewee.

□ Incoming □ (!)ulgoing

Contact Made By:

Name: Mike Klidzejs Title: Geologist Organization: Leidos

Iiidi\idual Contacted:

Name: Melissa Shirley, P.E. Title: Project Manager Organization: l^SACE, Mobile District

Telephone No: (251)690-2616 
Fax No:
E-Mail Address: Melissa.l.shirley;tf usace.army.mil

Street .Address:
City, State, Zip: Mobile, .AL

Suiiiiiiary Of Conx ersation

1. What is your overall impression of the project? (general sentiment)
Response: My overall impression of the property is that it is an asset to the Childersburg/Sylacauga/Birmingham area as 

an industrial park and I want to help the city and county utilize it to its full potential.
2. Are you aware of any changes in any laws or regulations that may impact protectiveness?
Response: No.
3. What is your impression on whether the site has been in compliance with permitting or reporting requirements?
Response: I know that the City has a building permit requirement that allows the Childersburg LRA an opportunity to 

inform the user and the user’s contractor about LUCs applicable to the site. I have been contacted by users, so my 
impression is that the permit program is vvorking. I am aware that there are reporting requirements for the ADEM 
Environmental Covenant that the Childersburg LRA is responsible for submitting to ADEM. I am not aware if the City or 
other landowners are complying with these requirements. I am aware of the requirements for an excavation plan that is 
required by the Quitclaim Deed and the LUCIP. I was contacted in July 2016 by Mr. S. Goins about the requirements 
for completing an excavation plan since he was interested in developing property on ALAAP. Therefore, my impression 
is that the site has been in compliance with that part of the reporting requirements.

4. What is your impression on site activities, status, and issues?
Response: My impression is that the City of Childersburg and the Talladega County Economic Development Authority 

(EDA) is trying to market the property and that we are trying to help them as much as we can.
5. What is your impression on the status of institutional controls, site access controls, new ordinances in place, changes in

actual or projected land use, complaints being filed, and unusual activities at the site?
Response: My impression is that the institutional controls are working because I have been contacted several times over 

the last few years with requests for information and excavation approval requests. I do not know about new ordinances, 
project land use, or site access controls. All excavation approval requests to date have been approved.

6. Have there been any complaints, violations, or other incidents related to the site requiring a response by your office? If
so, please give details of the events and results of the responses.

Response: No.
7. Can you cite examples on how requirements of the LUCIP have or have not been followed?
Response: I was contacted in July 2016 by Mr. S. Goins about the requirements for completing an excavation plan since 

he was interested in developing property on ALAAP. I was also contacted by Hawk Plastics in March 2016 and Blair 
Block in October 2014 about using the property and the excavation plan requirements. Also, the Talladega County 
Economic Development Authority (EDA) has contacted me several times to ask questions about the LUCIP restrictions 
in order that they be able to inform potential landowners. Therefore, my impression is that the site has been in 
compliance with that part of the reporting requirements.

8. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s management or operation?
Response: I think the new administration at the City of Childersburg will work with BRAC to utilize the industrial park so 

that it will benefit the community.
Page 1 of 1



INTERVIEW RECORD
Site N;inie: Al;ib;ini;i Army Ammunition PLint Are;i B EPA ID No.: AL6210020008

Subject: Operable l^nit 7 Fi>e-Vear Re> iew Time: 10:00 Date: 7/14/17

Type: X Telephone
Location of \’isit:

□ \’isil □ (!)lher □ Incoming X (!)ulgoing

Contact Made By:

Name: Mike (Jidzejs Title: Geologist Organization: Leidos

Iiidi\idual Contacted:

Name: Title: Organization: .ADEM

Telephone No: (334) 271-7786 
Fax No:
E-Mail Address:

Street Address:
City, State, Zip: Montgomery, AL

Suiiiiiiaiy Of Conx ersation

1. What is your overall impression of the project? (general sentiment)
Response: The process of the Five Year Review appears to be working properly. However, although it appears 

that the Army and USAGE are working toward mitigating and controlling risks at the site, the overall progress is 
slow.

2. Are you aware of any changes in any laws or regulations that may impact protectiveness?
Response: No.
3. What is your impression on whether the site has been in compliance with permitting or reporting requirements? 
Response: Required reports have been submitted in a timely manner.
4. What is your impression on site activities, status, and issues?
Response: Although it appears that the Army and USAGE are working toward mitigating and controlling risks at 

the site, the overall progress is slow.
5. What is your impression on the status of institutional controls, site access controls, new ordinances in place,

changes in actual or projected land use, complaints being filed, and unusual activities at the site?
Response: Institutional controls seem to be in order and the land use controls maintained. I have been made 
aware of reports of some attempts of persons trying to trespass in order to illegally hunt on the property.
6. Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting activities, etc.) conducted

by your office regarding the site? If so, please give purpose and results.
Response: ADEM attempts to visit the site at least once per year. These visits have historically been conducted 

during sampling or inspection events conducted by USAGE’S contractor. The primary purpose of these visits is 
to maintain an awareness of site conditions.

7. Have there been any complaints, violations, or other incidents related to the site requiring a response by your
office? If so, please give details of the events and results of the responses.

Response: No.
8. Do you feel well informed about the site’s activities and progress?
Response: Yes.
9. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s management or operation? 
Response: No.

Page 1 of 1



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF FOR INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT

600 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0600

_ REPLY TO ATTENTION OF
Base Realignment and Closure Division

August 11, 2017

Dear Sir/Madam,

The U.S. Army Base Realignment and Closure Division is conducting a Five-Year Revie\w 
(FYR) for the former Alabama Army Ammunition Plant (ALAAP) Superfund Site (i.e., 
ALAAP). You may have seen the notice published recently in the Daily Home newspaper 
on July 26, 2017 and August 2, 2017 related to the Five Year Review efforts. The 
objective of the review is to ensure that the selected remedy of land use controls 
continues to protect human health and the environment

As you may know, ALAAP was operated during World War II to produce materials in 
support of the war efforts. Since ALAAP closed it has undergone numerous 
environmental investigations and clean-ups. After the clean-up efforts, land use controls 
were selected as the remedy for areas of ALAAP including, potentially, some of the 
property you purchased from the City of Childersburg. The land use controls include 
only using the property for industrial purposes and not disturbing the soil or accessing the 
groundwater without approval.

As part of ensuring that the land use controls are still effective, the U.S. Army Base 
Realignment and Closure Division is interested in receiving additional information from 
you, as a property owner.

Enclosed is an interview form with a list of questions to help us determine whether the 
land use controls are working. Please complete the interview form and return in the pre­
addressed envelope by September 15th. If you would like to scan or take a photo of the 
interview form, you may email the scan/photo to melissa.l.shirley@usace.army.mil 
If you have any questions or prefer to discuss the information via telephone, please 
contact us at (251)690-2616. Our Army Representative would be happy to speak with 
you.

Thank you again for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Andrew Van Dyke 
Program Manager 
Army BRAC Office

Printed on0 Recycled Paper



INTERVIEW RECORD
Site N;inie: Al;ib;ini;i Army Ammunition PLint Are;i B EPA ID No.: AL6210020008
Subject: Operable l^nit 7 Fi>e-Vear Re> iew Time: Date:

Type: Fomi Provided via l^.S. Postal Service to Propert\’ (!)\vner

Iiifli\iflual Contacted:

Name: Title: Property Owner (Corporation 
Name if applicable):

Telephone No: 
Fax No:
E-Mail Address:

Street Address: 
City, State, Zip:

Inforniation Requested:
1. What is your overall impression of ALAAP?

2. Has the site had any etTects on your property or the suiTounding community?

3. .Ai*e y ou aware of use restrictions on y our property ?

4. Do you have any plans to purchase iiny additional ALAAP property , or to sell or lease any of 
you property to another entity ?

5. Do you have any phms to build new structures or drill wells on your property ?

6. .Ai*e you aware of iiny events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, 
trespassing, or emergency responses from local authorities?

7. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site's 
niiinagement or operation?

Write on back of form if more room is needed.



INTERVIEW RECORD
Site Name: Alabama Army Ammunition Plant Area B EPA ID No.: AL6210020008
Subject: Operable Unit 7 Five-Year Review Time:lO'.^Ofin | Date:

Type: Form Provided via U.S. Postal Service to Property Owner

Individual Contacted:

6l«:r Title: 0\^Fxer/V.P. Property Owner (Corporation
Name if applicable):/S/a.V /^IckK Lid.

TelephoneNo: 37J'33^5^
FaxNo: * 3^ ?- 33^7
E-Maii Address: pyl l}(^: r ^ ock. Co/V]

Street Address: fi^ F:rsi
City, State, Zip: 35^41

Information Requested:
1. What is your overall impression of ALAAP?

2. Has the site had any effects on your property or the surrounding community?
'fine. "Ko^ce " very
rccl^vec/. P^cp\^ 54wr^ t"iA*^or$ wWh^Ue/i9.

3. Are you aware of use restrictions on your property?
Ve5». loe&n 4o Cmt (^(^y

(Sytren^tety he\pf'<l Ji'^oujIeJjahie ^

4. Do you have any plans to purchase any additional ALAAP property, or to sell or lease any of 
you property to another entity? .

/YoV +/«^e ■
5. Do you have any plans to build new structures or drill wells on your property?

\jJe_ 54'.' 11 pW
fror)0 € x; 5 4

6. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, 
trespassing, or emergency responses from local authorities?

Piof no<^€.

54':II -Id D^A^ wD A ^^cro55 A

1. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s 
management or operation? I 11

(pa^fht \yp^ of w^b5:4<. w eir^
proper^-y owners .nformeJ OT

doy\e.
4U ■f«5+; ' ‘'ho pMs^, - ,

Uvs ;s ' ^cJ r'M >■?+
uv|««,^e, S.-W cohU provA Hoi J Jon'-i^ or P/

4to. ALAfiP pr^piAf.

J Write on back of form if more room is needed*
4[>4 o-T



INTERVIEW RECORD
Site Name: Alabama Army Ammunition Plant Area B EPA ID No.: AL6210020008

Subject: Operable Unit 7 Five-Year Review Time: /2 ! QO Date: 0 /I-

Type: Form Provided via U.S. Postal Service to Property Owner

Individual Contacted:
Name:

,A /'I I !
1).

i I

Title:
,0

Property Owner (Corporation 
Name if applicable):
3^ CnL- iU

Telephone No: 35Jit- i 3 1
Fax No: 2-<4 " 3*^^ - i ^ /
E-Mail Address: Aoj 4'S C-'.)h'o£M'y^ .

Street Address: 
City, State, Zip: I c?o ^ifp'^h 00^1

I ^ ‘
Information Requested:

1. What is your overall impression of ALAAP? Q oO h

2. Has the site had any effects on your property or the surrounding community? /V&

3. Are you aware of use restrictions on your property? \i

4. Do you have any plans to purchase any additional ALAAP property, or to sell or lease any of 
you property to another entity? Fp'ti b 6

5. Do you have any plans to build new structures or drill wells on your property?

6. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, 
trespassing, or emergency responses from local authorities? Ay ^

7. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s 
management or operation? 4

Write on back of form if more room is needed.



INTERVIEW RECORD
Site Name: Alabama Army Ammuiiition Plant Area B EPAIDNo.: AL6210020008
Subject: Operable Unit 7 Fivc-Vear Review Time: Date:9-2^/l7
Type: Form Provided via U.S. Postal Service to Property Owner

Individual Contacted:

Name: Tide:
Ip&M 1

Property Owner (Corporation
Name if amiiicable): a

juj/\vb)c ,
Telephone No: Street Address: 1 ^ T1

^City,State,Zip: G50/^

Information Requested:
l. What is your overall impression of ALAAP?

а, ii^a«*4: pU-4.- /Ooftl* pi-
3. Are you aware of use restrictions on your property? . »

t)sf\\y 0.^ Oor\ \Atiu4T‘U ^'rf\^y

4. Do you have any plans to purchase any additional ALAAP property, or to sell or lease any of 
you property to another entity?

|0o
5. Do you have any plans to build new structures or drill wells on your property?

б. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, 
trespassing, or emergency responses from local authorities?

Mo
7. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s 

management or operation?

Mio
Write on back of form if more room is needed.



ATTACHMENT E

SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST AND PHOTOGRAPHS



Site Inspection Checklist
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I. SITEINFORAUTION

Site iiiinie: - Area B Date of inspection: 5 24 17

Location and Region: (rhildersburg. .AL EPAID: .AL6210020008

Agency, office, or conipanv leading the fi>e-vear 
re> iew: BR.AC

Weather/teniperature: PartK’ to moslK’ cloud}’, 
temperature in low 8()'s

Remedy Includes: (crheck all that appK’)
X Landfill cover containment 
X Access controls 
X Institutional controls
□ Groundwater pump and treatment
□ Surface water collection and treatment
□ (!)ther

□ N’lonitored natural attenuation
□ Groundwater contaimnent
□ \’ertical barrier walls

Attachments: □ Inspection team roster attached □ Site map attached

II. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply)

1. O&M site manager Ken Wesson N’Ia\’or
Name

Inten’iewed □ at site x at office Db}’phone Phone no.
Title

5 25 17 
Date

Problems, suggestions: Report attached See FYR Report (rommunitv’ Notification. Involvement Site
Inten’iews section

2 O&M staff None
Name Title

Inten’iewed □ at site □ at office Db}’phone Phone no. _____
Problems, suggestions: □ Report attached__________________

Date
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Loc;il regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.e.. Stale and Tribal offices. emergenc\ respoase 
office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, recorder of 
deeds, or other cit\’ and count}’ offices, etc.) Fill in all that appK’.

Agenc\’: Alabama Department of Enviromnental N’lanauement
(ronlacl Daniel .Arthur FToiect N’lanauer 

Title
7 14 17 (334) 271-7786

Name Title Dale Phone no.
Problems: suggestions: x Report attached Refer to attachment with Inten’iew Records__

.Agenc\’
(ronlacl

Name
Problems: suggestions: □ Report attached

Title Dale Phone no.

.Agenc\’
(ronlacl

Name
Problems: suggestions: □ Report attached

Title Dale Phone no.

.Agenc\’
(ronlacl

Name
Problems: suggestions: □ Report attached

Title Dale Phone no.

Other inter> iews (Tiplional) x Report attached.

Refer to allachmenl with Inlen’iew Records
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ni. ON-SITE DOCITMENTS& RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

O&M Documents
□ manual
□ As-buill drawings
□ Maintenance logs 
Remarks

□ Readily available □ Up to dale x N A
□ Readily available □ Up to dale x N A
□ Readily available □ Up to dale x N A

Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan □ ReadiK available nlTpiodale xNA
□ (ronlingenc}’ plan emergenc\’ response plan □ ReadiK’ available □ l^p to dale x N A
Remarks

3. O&M and OSITA Training Records
Remarks

□ ReadiK’ available □ Vp to dale xN A

4. Permits and Serv ice Agreements
□ Air discharge pennil □ ReadiK’ available □ Vp to dale xN A
□ Eftluenl discharge □ ReadiK’ available □ Vp to dale xN A
□ Waste disposal. P(!)TW □ ReadiK’ available □ l^p to dale x N A
□ (!)lher pemiils □ ReadiK’ available □ ITp to dale xN A
Remarks

5. Gas Generation Records □ ReadiK’available Dl^ptodale xNA
Remarks

6. Settlement Monument Records
Remarks

□ ReadiK’ available □ Vp to dale xN A

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records
Remarks

□ ReadiK’ available □ Vp to dale xN A

S. Leachate Extraction Records
Remarks

□ ReadiK’ available □ Vp to dale xN A

9. Discharge Compliance Records
□ Air □ ReadiK’ available □ Vp to dale xN A
□ Water (effluent)
Remarks

□ ReadiK’ available □ Vp to dale xN A

10. Daily Access/Security Logs
Remarks

□ ReadiK’ available □ Vp to dale xN A
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IV. O&M COSTS

O&M Org;iniz;ition
□ Stale in-house □ (ronlraclor for Stale
□ PRP in-house □ (ronlraclor for PRP
□ Federal FaciliU’ in-house □ (ronlraclor for Federal Facility’
X (!)ther: Site (!)>fcM is the resnonsibiliU’ of the (rit\’ of (rhildersburu. Alabama as required b\’ the transfer 
documents

O&M Cost Records
□ ReadiK’ available □ l^p to dale
□ Funding mechanism agreement in place
(!)riginal (!)&M cost estimate:_______ N A □ Breakdown attached

Total annual cost b\’ \’ear for review period if available

From To □ Breakdown attached

From
Date

To
Date Total cost

□ Breakdown attached

From
Date

To
Date Total cost

□ Breakdown attached

From
Date

To
Date Total cost

□ Breakdown attached

From
Date

To
Date Total cost

□ Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

Ihianticipated or Ihiusually High O&M Costs During Re> lew Period
Describe costs and reasons: N A

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS x Applicable □ N A

A. Fencing

1. Fencing damaged □ Location shown on site map x Gales secured □ N A
Remarks: Fencinu at the Stud\’ .Area 22 Landfill showed area of minor damaue. but none that affect the
securil\’ imposed b\’ the fencinu.

B. Other .Access Restrictions

1. Signs and other security measures □ Location shown on site map GNA
Remarks: A "No Tresspassing" sign is posted at the entrance to AL.A.AP - .Area B. Warning signs are 
posted around the landfills as required b\’ the LlUriP,
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C. Institution;!! Controls (ICs)

1. Iniplenient;ition ;ind enforcenient
Site conditions impK’ K7S not proper!}’ implemenled 
Site conditions imp!}’ K7S not being full}’ enforced

T\‘pe of monitoring self-reporting, drive b\’'):Self-reporting 
Frequenc}’ : Wlienever an excavation plan is submitted._______

□ Yes
□ Yes

X No 
X No

□ N A
□ N A

Responsible part}’ agenc}’: 
(?ontact: Ken Wesson

(?it\’ of (rhildersburg. Alabama
N’Ia\’or

Name Title Date Phone no.

Reporting is up-to-date □ Yes □ No xN A
Reports are verified b}’ the lead agenc}’ X Yes □ No □ N A

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met X Yes □ No □ N A
\’iolations have been reported
(!)ther problems or suggestions: □ Report attached

□ Yes □ No xN A

Note: There have been no violations to report.

Adequ;icy x K7S are adequate □ K7S are inadequate DNA
Remarks: K7S ('LlUrs') are selected in the (!)l^-7 R(!)D. A LlUriP has been prepared and 
im plemented.

D. Gener;il

\’;!nd;!lisni/tresp;issing □ Location shown on site map x No vandalism evident 
Remarks: The (rhildersburu police and the .ADEN’I game warden have noted occasions of persons 
attempting to trespass to illeualK’ hunt deer on the property’. The police and warden reuularK’ patrol the 
property’ to deter this.

Land use changes on site x N A
Remarks

3. Land use changes off sItexN A
Remarks

\1. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

A. Roads X Applicable □ N A

1. Roads damaged □ Location shown on site map X Roads adequate □ N A
Remarks
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B. Other Site Conditions
Remarks: None

MI. L.\NDFILL COVERS x Applicable DN A

A. Londfill Surface

1. Settlement (Low spots)
.Areal extent_________
Remarks

□ Location shown on site map x Settlement not evident 
Depth

Cracks
Lengths_
Remarks

□ Location shown on site map x (rracking not evident 
Widths Depths

3. Erosion
.Areal extent 
Remarks

□ Location shown on site map x Erosion not evident 
Depth

4 Holes
.Areal extent 
Remarks

□ Location shown on site map x Holes not evident 
Depth

\’egetati>e Co>er x Grass x (?over proper!}’established
□ Trees Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram)
Remarks See Site Inspection Photographs.

X No signs of stress

.Alternati>e Co>er (armored rock, concrete, etc.) x N .A
Remarks

7. Bulges
.Areal extent 
Remarks

□ Location shown on site map x Bulges not evident 
Height
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Wet AreiisAViiter D;ini;ige
□ Wei areas
□ Ponding
□ Seeps
□ Soft subgrade 
Remarks

X Wei areas waler damage nol evidenl
□ Localion shown on sile map .Areal exlenl
□ Localion shown on sile map .Areal exlenl
□ Localion shown on sile map .Areal exlenl
□ Localion shown on sile map .Areal exlenl

9. Slope InstabiliW DSlides □ Localion shown on sile map xNo evidence of slope inslabiliU’
.Areal exlenl 
Remarks

B. Benches □.Applicable xN.A
(HorizonlalK’ conslrucled mounds of eanh placed across a sleep landfill side slope lo inlerrupl ihe slope 
in order lo slow down ihe velociU’ of surface runoff and inlercepl and conve\’ ihe runoff lo a lined 
channel.)

1. Flows B\p;iss Bench
Remarks

□ Localion shown on sile map □ N .A or oka\’

Bench Breached
Remarks

□ Localion shown on sile map □ N .A or oka\’

3. Bench O> ertopped
Remarks

□ Localion shown on sile map □ N .A or oka\’

C. Letdown Channels □.Applicable xN.A
((rhannel lined wilh erosion conlrol mals. riprap, groul bags, or gabions lhal descend down ihe sleep side 
slope of ihe cover and will allow ihe runoff waler collecled b\’ ihe benches lo move off of ihe landfill 
cover wilhoul crealing erosion gullies.)

1. Settlement
.Areal exlenl 
Remarks

□ Localion shown on sile map 
__ Deplh

□ No evidence of selllemenl

Material Degradation
Malerial l\’pe_______
Remarks

□ Localion shown on sile map 
.Areal exlenl

□ No evidence of degradalion

Erosion
.Areal exlenl 
Remarks

□ Localion shown on sile map 
__ Deplh

□ No evidence of erosion
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l^ndercutting
.Areal extent__
Remarks

□ Location shown on site map 
__ Depth

□ No evidence of undercutting

Obstructions T\pe______
□ Location shown on site map 
Size
Remarks

□ No obstructions 
.Areal extent

T\’peExcessb e \’egetiitl> e Growth
□ No evidence of excessive growth
□ \’egetation in channels does not obstruct tlow
□ Location shown on site map 
Remarks:_Some wood}’ growth in small areas around the .Asbestos Repositor}’

.Areal extent

D. Co>erPenetriitlons □.Applicable xN.A

1. Giis \’ents □ .ActiveX Passive
□ Properl}’ secured locked □ Functioning □ Routine!}’ sampled □ Good condition
□ Evidence of leakage at penetration □Needs N’laintenance
□ N A 
Remarks

Giis Monitoring Probes
□ Properl}’ secured locked □Functioning
□ Evidence of leakage at penetration 
Remarks

□ Routinel}’ sampled □ Good condition 
□ Needs N’laintenance □N.A

Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill)
□ Properl}’ secured locked □ Functioning □ Routinel}’ sampled □ Good condition
□ Evidence of leakage at penetration □Needs N’laintenance □N.A
Remarks

Leiichiite Extriiction Wells
□ Properl}’ secured locked □Functioning
□ Evidence of leakage at penetration 
Remarks

□ Routinel}’ sampled □ Good condition 
□ Needs N’laintenance □N.A

Settlement Monuments
Remarks

□ Located □ Routinel}’surve}’ed □N.A
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E. G;is Collection ;ind Treatment □ Applicable xNA

1. Giis Treiitnient Fiicllltles
□ Flaring □ Thermal destruction □ (rollection for reuse
□ Good condition □Needs Maintenance
Remarks

G;is Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping
□ Good condition □Needs Maintenance
Remarks

3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (A.5.. gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings)
□ Good condition □Needs Maintenance □NA
Remarks

F. Co>er Drainage Layer □ .Applicable xN.A

1. Outlet Pipes Inspected
Remarks

□ Functioning □ N A

2. Outlet Rock Inspected
Remarks

□ Functioning □ N A

G. Detention/Sedinientation Ponds □ .Applicable xN.A

Siltation .Areal extent_ 
□ Siltation not evident 
Remarks

Depth □ N A

Erosion .Areal extent__
□ Erosion not evident □N.A 
Remarks

Depth

3. Outlet Works
Remarks

□ Functioning □N.A

4. Dam
Remarks

□ Functioning □N.A
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H. Retiiining W;ills □ Applicable xNA

1. Deforniations □ Location shown on site map □ Detbmialion not evident
Horizontal displacement___________ \’ertical displacement
Rotational displacement 
Remarks

Degradation
Remarks

□ Location shown on site map □ Degradation not evident

I. Perimeter DItches/Off-SIte Discharge □ Applicable xNA

1. Siltation □ Location shown on site map □ Siltation not evident
.Areal extent_____________ Depth
Remarks

\’egetati>e Growth □ Location shown on site map 
□ \’egetation does not impede flow
.Areal extent_____________ T\’pe
Remarks

□ N A

3. Erosion
.Areal extent 
Remarks

□ Location shown on site map □ Erosion not evident 
__ Depth

Discharge Structure
Remarks

□ Functioning □N.A

MIL VERTICAL B.ARRIER WALLS □ Applicable xN A

Settlement
.Areal extent 
Remarks

□ Location shown on site map □ Settlement not evident 
__ Depth

Performance MonitoringT\ pe of monitoring
□ Performance not monitored
Frequenc}’ □ Evidence of breaching
Head differential 
Remarks
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EX. GROUNDWATER/SITRFACE WATER REMEDIES □ Applicable xN A

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines □ Applicable □ N A

1. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical
□ Good condilionD All required wells proper!}’ operating □ Needs N’lainlenance □ N A 
Remarks

Extraction System Pipelines, \’al>es, \’al>e Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
□ Good condilionD Needs N’lainlenance 
Remarks

3. Spare Parts and Equipment
□ ReadiK’ available □ Good condilionD Requires upgrade
Remarks

□ Needs to be provided

B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines □ Applicable xNA

1. Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical
□ Good condilionD Needs N’lainlenance 
Remarks

Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, \ ah es, \’al> e Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
□ Good condilionD Needs N’lainlenance 
Remarks

3. Spare Parts and Equipment
□ ReadiK’ available □ Good condilionD Requires upgrade
Remarks

□ Needs to be provided
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C. Treiitnient System □ Applicable xNA

Treiitnient Trnln (crheck componenl-s that appK’)
□ Metals removal □ (!)il water separation □ Bioremediation
□ Air stripping □ (?arbon adsorbers
□ Filters
□ Additive (A.5.. chelation agent, flocculent)
□ (!)thers
□ Good condition □Needs Maintenance
□ Sampling ports proper!}’ marked and functional
□ Sampling maintenance log displa\’ed and up to date
□ Equipment proper!}’ identified
□ (i^uantit}’ of groundwater treated annual!}’________
□ (i^uantit}’ of surface water treated annual!}’________
Remarks

Electrical Enclosures and Panels (proper!}’ rated and functional) 
□ N A □Good condition^Needs N’laintenance
Remarks

Tanks, V aults, Storage Vessels
□ N A □ Good condition^ Proper secondary’ containrnent □Needs N’laintenance
Remarks

4. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances
□ N A □Good condition^Needs N’laintenance
Remarks

Treatment Building(s)
□ N A □ Good condition (esp. roof and doorwa}’s)
□ (rhemicals and equipment proper!}’ stored 
Remarks

□ Needs repair

Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remed}’)
□ Proper!}’ secured locked □ Functioning □ Routine!}’ sampled
□ All required wells located □Needs N’laintenance
Remarks

□ Good condition 
□ N A

D. Monitoring Data □Applicable xNA
1. N’lonitoring Data

□ Is routine!}’ submitted on time □ Is of acceptable qualit}’
2. N’lonitoring data suggests:

□ Groundwater plurne is effective!}’ contained □ (rontaminant concentrations are declining
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D. Monitored N;itur;il Attenuiition □ Applicable xNA

1. Monitoring Wells (natural allenualion remed\’)
□ ProperK’ secured locked □ Functioning DRoutineK’ sampled
□ All required wells located □ Needs Maintenance
Remarks

□ Good condition
□ N A

X. OTHER REMEDIES

If there are remedies applied at the site which are not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing 
the ph\’sical nature and condition of an\’ facilitv’ associated with the remed\’. .An example would be soil 
vapor extraction.

XL OVERALL OBSERVATIONS

A. Iniplenientotion of the Remedy

Describe issues and obsen’atioas relating to whether the rented}’ is effective and functioning as designed. 
Begin with a brief statement of what the reined}’ is to accomplish (i.e.. to contain contaminant plume, 
minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc.).

The purpose of this inspection was to assess the conditions of the Stud\’ .Area 22 Landfill and to obtain 
an indication if institutional controls, contained with the LlUriP. are being followed.

The landfill was found to be in generalK’ good condition with a well-established cover. No evidence of 
significant erosion, rilling, slumping, etc., was obsen’ed that might question the integrity’ of the cover. 
The landfill is fenced and locked. .Although some fencing damage was observed at the landfill, the 
overall integrity’ of the fencing is intact.

The LlUriP stipulates an industrial use for the nronertv’. Parcels of the nronertv’ that have been sold b\’ 
the (?it\’ are in industrial use.

.Adequacy of O&M

Describe issues and obsen’ations related to the implementation and scope of procedures, 
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-temi protectiveness of the rented}’.

In

The landfill was found to be in generalK’ good condition with a well-established cover. No evidence of 
significant erosion, rilling, slumping, etc., was obsen’ed that might question the integrity’ of the cover. 
The landfill is fenced and locked. .Although some fencing damage was observed at the landfill, the 
overall integrity’ of the fencing is intact. This minor issue does not affect the long-term protectiveness of 
the remed\’.
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C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope ot'(!)^&M or a high 
frequenc}’ of unscheduled repairs that suggest that the protectiveness of the rented}’ ma\’ be compromised 
in the future.

No earl}’ indicators of potential reined}’ problems were identified.

D. Opportunities for Optimization

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the reined}’. 

No opportunities for optimization were identified.
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Photographs
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Condition of Study Area 22 Landfill Cap Looking Northeast
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Damaged Fence Components at the Study Area 22 Landfill Looking West
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ATTACHMENT F

BLOOD LEAD MODEL CALCULATIONS FOR SOUTH GEORGIA ROAD DUMP



Adult Lead Model Industrial Worker Cleanup Goal Calculation for Soil at South Georgia Road Dump 
U.S. EPA Technical Review Workgroup for Lead, Adult Lead Committee 

Alabama Army Ammunition Plant - Area B

Version date 06/14/2017 EDIT RED CELLS

Variable Description of Variable Units
GSDi and PbBo from 
Analysis of NHANES 
2009-2014

0.95 Target PbB in fetus (e.q., 2-8 iJq/dL) pg/dL 5
Fetal/matemal PbB ratio - 0.9

BKSF Biokinetic Slope Factor pg/dL per 
iio/dav

0.4

GSDi Geometric standard deviation PbB - 1.8
PbBo Baseline F%B pq/dL 0.6
IRs Soil ingestion rate findudtng soil-derived indoor dust^ q/day 0.050

AFs,d Absorption fraction (same for soil and dust) - 0.12
EFs,d Exposure frequency (same for soil and dust) days/yr 219
AT.:n Averaging time (same for soil and dust) days/yr 365

PRG in Soil for no more than 5% probability that fetal PbB exceeds target PbB ppm 1,050



ATTACHMENTG

EPA AND ADEM COMMENTS ON DRAFT FOURTH FIVE YEAR REVIEW AND
ARMY RESPONSE



Lance R. LeFleur
Director

April 25, 2018

CERTIFIED MAIL U

ADEMAlabama Deparbnent of Environmental Management 
ademAlabama.gov

1400 Coliseum Blvd. 36110-2400 ■ Post Office Box 301463 
Montgomery, Alabama 36130-1463 

(334)271-7700 ■ FAX (334) 271-7950

7036 OblD *1105

Kay Ivey
Governor

Mr. Andy Van Dyke
Reserve, Industrial, and Medical Branch
Department of the Army
Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management (DAIM-ODB)
2530 Crystal Drive, Rm 5050 
Arlington, Virginia 22202

RE; ADEM Review and Comments: Draft Fourth Five-Year Report, dated November 3,2017 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant (ALAAP) - Area B, Childersburg, AL 
DSMOAFund Code: 1535-223-0449

Dear Mr. Van Dyke:

The Alabama Department of Environmental Management (ADEM or the Department) has 
reviewed the Draft Fourth Five-Year RevieM> Report for operable unit (OU)-7 at the Alabama 
Army Ammunition Plant (ALAAP) dated November 2017. Based upon the review, the 
Department has provided comments in the enclosed document. Please ensure these comments 
are addressed in the Final version of this report.
If any questions or concerns should arise regarding this matter, please contact Alex Recker of the 
Facilities Engineering Section, Governmental Hazardous Waste Branch at (334) 270-5636 or by 
email at alex.recker@adem.alabama.gov.

Sincerely,

Jason Wilson, Chief
Governmental Hazardous Waste Branch
Land Division

JW/RDA/AR/tlp

Enclosure

Cc (via email) Melissa L. Shirley, USAGE Bob Beacham, USAGE 
Tim Woolheater, EPA Ashley Mastin, ADEM
Ben Bentkowski, EPA

Birmingham Branch 
110 Vulcan Road 
Birmingham, Al 3520&4702 
(205)942-ei68 
(205)941-1603 (FAX)

Decatur Branch 
2715 Sandlin Road, S.W. 
Decatur, AL 35603-1333 
(256) 353-1713 
(256) 340-9359 (FAX)

Mobile Branch 
2204 Perimeter Road 
Mobile, AL 36615-1131 
(251) 450-3400 
(251)479-2593 (FAX)

Mobile-Coastal

3664 Dauphin Street, Suite 8
Mobile. AL 36608
(251) 304-1176
(251) 304-1189 (FAX)



Mr, Van Dyke 
April 25, 2018 
Page 2 of2

ADEM Review Comments
Draft Fourth Five-Year Review Report for Operable Unit (OU)-7 

Alabama Army Ammunition Plant 
Childersbiirg, Alabama 

April 25, 2018

1. Section2.2.1; The sixth bullet point states the Nonhazardous Waste Landfill (NHWL) 
was to be closed in accordance with the “existing approved permit application.” The 
section further discusses the discrepancies between the Army’s copy of the permit 
application with the referenced permit application in the Operable Unit (OU)-2 Interim 
Record of Decision (IROD). It should be noted that it is unclear if the referenced permit 
was ever issued. Furthermore, the NHWL is part of an ongoing dispute in regards to the 
groundwater monitoring requirements. Please revise this bullet point to reflect these 
issues.

2. Section 6; The table states that the ACM located on site does not affect current
protectiveness. However, there has been unauthorized dirt work observed in areas known 
to be contaminated therefore, it is unclear whether or not the current remedies are 
protective.



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF FOR INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT

600 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0600

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF

Base Realignment and Closure Division
MAY 2 3 2018

Mr. Jason Wilson
Alabama Division of Environmental Management (ADEM)
Government Hazardous Waste Branch, Land Division 
P.O. Box 301463 
Montgomery. AL 36130-1463

SUBJECT: Army response to ADEM comments on the Draft Fourth F/Ve-Year 
Review Report for the Alabama Army Ammunition Plant-Area B, 3 November 
2017

Mr. Wilson:

Thank you for providing ADEM comments on the Draft Fourth Five Year Review for the 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant - Area B. Army responses to the ADEM comments 
are attached.

Sincerely,

ij~ I
Andrew Van Dyke 
Program Manager 
Army BRAG Office

Copies Furnished:
Caroline Freeman. EPA 
James Briggs. BRAG 
Alex Recker, ADEM 
Tim Woolheater, USEPA 
Melissa Shirley, USAGE 
Susan Ryan, ELD 
Heather Elliott, BRAG

Enclosure; Army Responses to ADEM Comments on the Draft Fourth Five Year 
Review for the Alabama Army Ammunition Plant - Area B

Printed on0 Recycled Paper



Responses to Comments
Alabama Department of Environmental Management 

Technical Review of the Draft Fourth Five Year Review 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant - Area B 

Dated April 25, 2018

Comment
ID

1.

AOEM Comment-April 25, 2018

GENERAL COMMENTS

Section 2.2.1. The sixth bullet point states that 
the Nonhazardous Waste Landfill (NHWL) was to 
be closed in accordance with the “existing 
approved permit application." The section further 
discusses the discrepancies between the Army's 
copy of the permit application with the referenced 
permit application in the Operable Unit (OU-2) 
Interim Record of Decision (IROD). It should be 
noted that it is unclear if the referenced permit was 
ever issued. Furthermore, the NHWL is part of an 
ongoing dispute in regards to the groundwater 
monitoring requirements. Please revise this bullet 
point to reflect these issues.

Army Response - May 21, 2018

Not applicable - This language is taken directly from the 
final IROD describing the remedy and indicates that the 
permit application was approved.
The first sentence of the sixth bullet will not be changed. 
ERA'S February 1992 Permit Equivalency Guidance 
states, “CERCLA response actions are exempted by 
law ft’om the requirement to obtain Federal, State or 
local permits related to any activities conducted 
completely on-site." In a May 1992 letter, ADEM stated 
they "will not insist upon the issuance of state 
environmental permits for remedial activities conducted 
at the site, although we would encourage the Army to 
apply for appropriate permits in order to ensure that all 
substantive requirements are met." At that time, 
Superfund sites provided compliance with substantive 
provisions of otherwise applicable permits by going 
through the permitting process. Following Army's 
submission and ADEM agreement with the information 
in the permit application. ADEM determined that a 
permit was not needed for this CERCLA remedy so a 
permit was not issued nor was there a formal approval 
letter.
Note that these documents were titled “permit 
application” but this title is a misnomer. The documents 
should have simply been called “work plans” because a 
permit was not required for the onsite disposal area 
since it was a part of the CERCLA response action.
The Army still participated in the “permit application" 
process in order to facilitate coordination and 
consultation with the State and to meet all of the 
substantive requirements of the permitting regulations 
that were ARARs. In doing so, the Army chose to call 
the documents “permit applications", which has caused 
confusion since that time, since permits were not 
required and the State agency had no mechanism to 
approve permits that were not required. In hindsight, 
had the documents simply been called “work plans", 
there would not continue to exist the erroneous notion 
that the Army submitted a permit application that was 
not approved by the State.
The second portion of the sixth bullet that attempts to 
clarify the discrepancy in dates of the Final version of 
the permit application will be deleted, as the text just 
causes more confusion.
In the permit application process, groundwater 
monitoring was considered, but ADEM determined that 
it was not necessary and therefore, it was not required. 
Groundwater monitoring was not included in the final 
documents that outlined the requirements for the______

Addressed 
in the Draft 
Final FYR 

(Y/N/P)



Responses to Comments
Alabama Department of Environmental Management 

Technical Review of the Draft Fourth Five Year Review 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant - Area B 

Dated April 25, 2018

Comment
ID ADEM Comment-April 25,2018 Army Response - May 21,2018

Addressed 
in the Draft 
Final FYR 

(Y/N/P)

NHWL.
A summary of the informal dispute issues will not be 
included in the document. To avoid complicating the five 
year review report beyond the purpose or intent of 
subpart 300.430(f)(4)(ii) of the National Oil and 
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan 
(NCP), the procedures provided in the DERP DoDM 
allows for the use of discretion when replying to 
comments that do not pertain to remedy protectiveness, 
and reinforces the requirement that the five year review 
report should only address those sites for which 
remedial actions have been taken that result in 
hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants 
remaining at the site above levels allowing for unlimited 
use and unrestricted exposure (UU/UE), As such,
ADEM comments related to the informal dispute and to 
the NHWL informal dispute will not be incorporated into 
this document.

Section 6. The table states that the ACM located
on site does not affect current protectiveness. 
However, there has been unauthorized dirt work 
observed in areas known to be contaminated 
therefore, it is unclear whether or not the current 
remedies are protective.

Concur - This table will be updated to reflect current 
status of ACM removal.
Regarding unauthorized dirt work observed in Area B. 
the OU-7 ROD does not prohibit excavation, digging, 
drilling or other activities within Area B, other than at 
Study Area 22 - Demolition Lar^dfill. No excavation, 
digging, or drilling has occurred at Study Area 22.
In addition, the OU-7 ROD prohibits fijture residential 
use of the study areas; however, commercial and 
industrial use is acceptable within ALAAP - Area B.



^1
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION 4
ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 
61 FORSYTH STREET, S.W.
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303

Febraary27, 2018

Electronic Mail - in lieu of controlled correspondence. 

4SD-RSB

Mr. Andrew Van Dyke 
Army Program Manager 
Operations Army Medical Branch 
Department of the Army
Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management 
Taylor Building, Room 5000 
2530 Crystal Drive 
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Van Dyke;

EPA’s has reviewed the Eourth Eive Year Review and enclosed comments to the document for 
use in revising the document. Please prepare a response to comments prior to the draft final 
version of the document in the prescribed time frame indicated in the Federal Facilities 
Agreement.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please feel free to contact me at 404-562- 
8510 or woolheater.tim@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

TjMotky t
Timothy R. Woolheater 
Senior Remedial Project Manager 
Federal Facilities Branch 
Superfund Division



CC: CliU'k Davis
Alabama Department of Environmental Miinagement 
1400 Coliseum Blvd.
Montgomery. AL 36110-2059

Ms. Heather Elliot. BEC 
CALIBRE
6354 Walker Lane. Suite 300 
Alexandria. Virginia 22310-3252

Melissa L. Shirley 
Dept of the .Ami\
Mobile District. Coip of Engineers 
Box 2288
Mobile. AL 36628-0001



EPA Comments on the Draft Fourth Five Year Review 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant 

Superfund Site 
Talladega County, Alabama 

November 2017

General Comments

1. Tliroughout the document the site is referred to as the ALAAP - .Ai*ea B Superfund Site. 
Tlie NPL site is Alabama .Amiy .Ammunition Plant and .Ai*ea B is only a portion of the 
site. Refeiring to the site in this manner does not give the appropriate perspective of the 
NPL listing. It also adds to the confusion found in the fourth paragraph on page 1-1 
where it states incoirectly that the site has five operable units, one of which is 01^7 
indicating the seven operable units at the site. Revise the document to use the proper site 
mime and list all operable units, using the Introduction to eliminate those which will not 
be covered in the cuirent Five Year Review.

2. Operable Ihiit 1 has remaining issues that are under discussion in the cuirent dispute 
regarding the Non Hiizardous Waste Liindfill. This being the case, the Ol^ should 
continue to be piu1 of the Five Year Reviews until this issue is resolved.

3. Tlie document frequently refers to Study .Ai*eas iind GIN imiking the document dilTicult 
to follow. In order to address this, the document needs a comprehensive table of all Study 
.Ai'eas. NPL Phase Status, the Ol^ (if appropriate). NF.A (Y N). a reference document for 
the NF.A detemiination (if appropriate), short sumimu'y of environmental issues at study 
area, whether there is a need for 5YR. Please revise the document to include this table.

Specific Comments

1. Site Background: Please include current exposure pathways. For example, water use for 
nearby residents (private wells vs. municipal water supply). Please include simihu* 
infomiation for all GIN. This section would also be a good place to introduce the reader 
to the issue suiTounding asbestos.

2. Five Year Re\iew Suiiiniaiy Form: Tliere continues to be multiple operable units at the 
site: however, it is acceptable to use Gl^7 as the catch all. .Ai*ea .A GIN are still valid and 
Gl^7 does not address the groundwater at the site. In addition, the site has not achieved 
construction completion since the groundwater has yet to be addressed. Finally, the Lead 
.Agency should be the IfS. .Amiy since Mr. VanDyke does not work with the Coips of 
Engineers. Tliis in no way diminishes the Coips* role in the document development: 
however, the site is listed of the NPL as specifically a IfS. .Amiy site.

3. Section 2.1.2, Study .Area 2, Pg. 2-1: This Study .Ai*ea only gives a cursoiy discussion 
with regard to the P.AHs at the site. Please add additional infomiation regarding P.AHs to 
give a more comprehensive review of the actions taken to address this CGC.

4. Section 2.1.3, Study .Area 3, Pg. 2-1: The section does not indicate if soils iind disposal 
actions at the SiinitiU'y Landfill were evaluated for the potential to leach to groundwater.



SiinitiU'y landfills typically have requirements for groundwater monitoring. Please 
indicate if this has been implemented at this site and. if not. give the rationale. If not 
being implemented, it should be a recommendation.

5. Section 2.1.4, Study .\rea 7, Pg. 2-2: This section indicates that "asbestos was removed 
to a secure repository." Based on review of the .Ajiny's .Asbestos Investigation Report. 
.Ai*ea 7 has been found to have additional areas of asbestos contamination. Please clarify 
the statement is this section to address this confusion.

6. Section 2.1.6, Study .Area lOW, Pg. 2-3: Tlie third paragraph mentions that there is 
considerable uncertainty associated with the tetyl results because little was known 
concerning the toxicity to wildlife at the time of the report. Please update this statement 
with cuirent toxicity inlbnnation regiU'ding tetyl (if iiny) since this is one of the main 
puiposes of the 5VR.

7. Section 2.1.12, Study .Area 22, Pg. 2-6: Please indicate if the demolition landfill is being 
monitored for groundwater quality and. if not. add the rationale for not monitoring.

8. Section 2.1.15, South Georgia Road Dump, Pg. 2-8: The la.st paragraph mentions that 
the site was not evaluated in the FS: however, there was a need for land use controls. 
Please indicate the decision document which detennined the need for Ll^Cs.

9. Section 2.1.16, Operable Unit 1, Pg. 2-8: .A summaiy of the unresolved issues between 
the FF.A parties should be provided. OIU ciinnot be eliminated from the 5VR until the 
issues are addressed.

10. Section 2.1: .An additional section should be provided to give general information 
regarding asbestos.

11. Section 2.2: Tliere is not a clear transition between Section 2.1 and 2.2. Sites that are not 
addressed in 2.2 should be summiu'ized either at the end of Section 2.1 or at the beginning 
of Section 2.2. Some of the Study .Ai*eas that are not mentioned in the beginning of 2.2 
are S.A 3. 5. 6. 18 and 20. Please revise the document to address this concern to ensure 
there is a logical and transpiU'ent fiow from one section to the nexl.

12. Section 2.2.1, Study .Area 7, 10, and 21, R.AOs and Remedy Components: The six1h 
bullet states that the NHWL will be closed consistent with "the existing approved pennit 
application." .As you are aware, this issue is piu1 of the dispute that the EP.A raised at 
.AL.A.AP. .As EP.A has pointed out. since the pennit was never issued, the legal 
requirements for the onsite landfill should have been identified in decision documents 
that utilized the landfill for disposal of remediation wa.ste. In the meantime, the texi in 
the 5VR could at least state whether the pennit application was approved and the date of 
the approval letter. Please revise the bulleted item to provide a better balance of the 
issues.

13. Section 2.2.1, Study .Area 7, 10, and 21, R.AOs and Remedy Components: The 
bulleted list also refers to excavated material that contains asbestos being sepimited 
during feed preparation. It should be noted that considerable asbestos material remained 
at the site unaddressed.

14. Section 2.2.2, Study .Area 2, 10... R.AOs and Remedy Components: The ninth bullet 
should mention whether the pennit application was approved and what is the date of the 
approval letter. If the pennit application was not approved, the 5VR should mention this

4



and indicate that a modified decision document would be needed to select the pennit 
requirements. Please revise the bulleted item.

15. Section 2.2.1 and Section 2.2.2: Each of these sections should mention that the onsite 
landfill may not have been appropriately selected in the ROD as the stiindard for 
construction of this landfill were not included in the decision document. This would 
introduce one of the reasons the site has yet to achieve remedial action completion 
through approval of a Remedial .Action Completion Report.

16. Section 2.2.2, Study Area 22, Last t>\o panigniphs: Tlie paragraphs mention that the 
standards for the Demolition Liindfill are provided in the 01^6 remedy. However, the 
perfonnance stiindards for 01^6 do not appem* to cover the stiindards for an engineered 
cap. Please revise to indicate where these standards were established or raise it as an issue 
to be addressed.

17. Section 2.3, -Asbestos: Tlie remedies in the first two sections did appear to address 
asbestos in iu*eas where action for other COCs were implemented. However, other areas 
with asbestos were left behind as cleiinup standards for asbestos were not developed in 
the RODs. Please add this to these sections to further introduce the asbestos concerns 
raised in subsequent sections.

18. Table 3.1, -Arniy'’s Protectiveness Statement, OUl: Tlie soils from OlH were 
stockpiled from .Ai*ea .A and had asbestos in some of them. It is unclear how asbestos was 
hiindled though potentially it may be in a similar manner to .Ai*ea B. where it would 
appeiu* that only the asbestos that was directly related to a soils action was addressed. In 
.Ai*ea B. this left significant amounts from the buildings inappropriately, or not. addressed 
by the soils actions. .Ai*ea .A will need to be inspected similar to the asbestos inspections 
completed for .Ai*ea B. The Five Vein* Review will need to integrate more background 
infonnation regarding the asbestos concerns into the logic that leads to the
issues recommendations.

19. Table 3-2, Pg. 3-4, EP.A PS #1, 1, 2, 6 and NHWL, Current Implenieiitatioii Status: 
Tliere has been no resolution of the dispute regiU'ding the need for ongoing monitoring. 
Tlie description should reftect the tacts related to the overall dispute. Please revise the 
description and include the following text in both rows. "EP.A initiated a dispute 
regarding the need to perfonn monitoring at the NHWL. Tins dispute has not yet been 
resolved." In addition, please enter a completion date. EP.A would suggest October 1. 
2018.

20. Table 3-2, Pg. 3-4, EPA PS #4, 1, 2, 6, NHW L and Asbestos Laiidfdls, C urreiit 
Status and Current Iniplenientation Status: Tliere has been no resolution of the 
dispute regarding the need to select the NHWL as a remedy and to identify its appropriate 
legal requirements. Tlie description should reftect the tacts related to the overall dispute. 
Please revise the description and include the following texi in both rows. "EP.A initiated a 
dispute regarding the need to select the NHWL as a remedy component iind to identify its 
appropriate legal requirements. This dispute has not yet been resolved." In addition, 
please enter a completion date. EP.A would suggest October 1. 2018.

21. Section 4.0: Tliis section should be updated to include the infonnation regarding asbestos 
as the .Anny has been aware of the asbestos issues since the site visit conducted with EP.A 
in June 2016. If any analysis was completed on the types of asbestos this could be added



to the data section. Data can also be considered the visit itself since inlbnnation was 
collected on the nature of the issues.

22. Section 5.1.2, Question A, Remedial Action Perfonnance: Tins section states that the 
NHWL was refeired to in historical documents as the onsite disposal iu*ea and was 
selected as a component of the final remedies of the 01^-2 and 01^-6 IRODs. The 
selection of the disposal iu*ea was incomplete and has been pointed out in numerous 
communications to the .Amiy iind in EP.A's initiation of infonnal dispute. The document 
should add the ongoing discussion regarding overall protectiveness to this section of the 
document for a better balance of the issues suirounding the NHWL. Ihiresolved issues 
from the Tlhrd Five Year Review need to Ciury through to the cuirent review.

23. Section 5.2.1, Question B SununaiT: Tins section includes discussion regarding arsenic 
and 2.4-DNT though does not provide the inlbnnation for verification of the analysis 
discussed. Locations of detections, background inlbnnation. and other supporting data 
used to nnike the detenninations regarding the summaiy need to be provided in the 
appendices. EP.A would also request that the inlbnnation be provided in electronic fonnat 
to lacilitate review of these statements.

24. Section 6, Issues/Reconiniendations: This section needs to cany fonviu'd the unresohed 
issues and recommendations from the Tlhrd Five Year Review. Specifically, items 1 and 
4 in Table 3-2 under EP.A recommendations Presented in a Letter from EP.A to the .Anny 
Dated September 5. 2013.

25. Section 6, Table: The Table is missing the issue category from the 5YR template. Please 
add the category above the "issues" portion in the cuirent table iind provide the needed 
inlbnnation. Categories include: Other. Changed Site Conditions. Institutional Controls. 
Monitoring. Operation and Maintemince. Remedy Perfonnance. Site .Access Security. U' 
other is chosen, please provide an exphination in the box. Further references ciin be found 
at https: www.epa.gov superfund writing-five-yeiii*-reviews-superfund-sites. Tlie 
specific inlbnnation is located on Page 10 of the 2016 FYR Template provided at the 
link.

26. Section 6, Table, Currently Protective: Tlie table indicates that the cuirent 
protectiveness is not alTected. The asbestos on the site may alTect cuirent protectiveness 
since the .Anny ciinnot control whether individuals are being exposed at the site. There 
are land use controls in place in certain areas: though, asbestos was not considered a 
contaminant at the time. The lack of inlbnnation regiU'ding the potential for exposure 
should be clarified in the document in order for the reader to detennine why the site is 
cuirently protective.

27. Section 6, Table, Reconiniendation: Tlie recommendation is not clearly written as it 
should indicate the specific steps the .Anny is phinning to take in order to address the 
issue. They should be listed in relative chronological order in order to resolve the issue. 
For example, detennine the full nature and exient. detennine the risk of exposure, iind 
complete a detennination regarding the need for action.

28. Section 6, Table, Milestone Date: The milestone date needs to be completed to infonn 
the public when to expect an .Addendum to the Five Year Review.



29. Section 7: Protectiveness Statement: Please add a projected date for resolution of the 
statement. In addition, include the issues that have yet to be resolved from the Tlhrd 
Review.

Minor Comments

1. Table 1-1: Horizontal lines iu*e required between all of the Ol.h to tacilitate the reading 
of the Notes column of the table.

2. Study -\rea 2: .As this document is being developed to be provided to the public, please 
use ppm or mg kg when discussing concentration measurements to avoid contusion. 
Simihii* documentation occurs throughout the report. Please revise the report to reflect 
this chu'iflcation.

3. Milestone Dates: Tlie Milestone Dates (for completing the Recommendations) iu*e 
tracked in EP.A data systems by month day year. Therefore, revise the document's tables 
to include this fonnat (for each operable unit's section) tlu'oughout the Five-Year Review 
Report.

4. EP.A Protecti\eness Statements, Table 3-2: The EP.A recommendation for .Ai*ea 6 was 
repeated twice iind one should be deleted.

5. Section 8: Please add the date for the deadline of the next Five Year Review



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF FOR INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT

600 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0600

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF

Base Realignment and Closure Division
3 May 2018

Mr. Timothy R. Woolheater
United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4 
61 Forsyth Street, S.W.
Atlanta, GA 30303

SUBJECT: Responses to United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
comments on the Draft Fourth Five Year Review for Alabama Army Ammunition 
Plant-Area B

Dear Mr. Woolheater:

The Army has reviewed EPA comments on the Draft Fourth Five Year Review for the 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant - Area B. Responses to the EPA comments are 
attached.

We note the Department of Defense (DoD) and EPA recognized the need to streamline 
the five year review process. DoD issued a memorandum dated June 2, 2014, providing 
an update to the Five-year Review Procedures in the DoD Manual (DoDM) 4715.20, 
"Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP) Management”. To avoid 
complicating the five year review report beyond the purpose or intent of subpart 
300.430(f)(4)(ii) of the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency 
Plan (NCP), the procedures provided in the DERP DoDM allow for the use of discretion 
when replying to EPA comments that do not pertain to remedy protectiveness, and 
reinforces the requirement that the five year review report should only address those 
sites for which remedial actions have been taken that result in hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the site above levels allowing for unlimited use 
and unrestricted exposure (UU/UE). Based on this guidance, EPA comments related to 
the informal dispute and to operable units (OUs) other than OU-7 will not be 
incorporated into the Fourth Five Year Review.

Sincerely,

Andrew Van Dyke 
Program Manager 
Army BRAG Office

Pnnted on0 Recydad Paper



Copies Furnished:

Caroline Freeman, ERA 
Alex Recker, ADEM 
Daniel Arthur. ADEM 
Melissa Shirley, USACE 
Sue Ryan, ELD 
James Briggs, BRAC 
Heather Elliott, BRAC

Enclosure: Army Response to ERA Comments on the Draft Fourth Five Year Review 
for the Alabama Army Ammunition Riant - Area B



Responses to Comments 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Technical Review of the Draft Fourth Five Year Review 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant - Area B 

Dated February 27, 2018

Comment
ID EPA Comment - Feboiary 27,2018 Army Response - May 3,2018

Addressed 
in the Draft 
Final FYR 
(Y/N/P)

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. Throughout the document the site is referred to as the ALAAP 
- Area B Superfund Site. The NPL site is Alabama Army 
Ammunition Plant and Area B is only a portion of the site. 
Referring to the site in this manner does not give the 
appropriate perspective of the NPL listing. It also adds to the 
confusion found in the fourth paragraph on page 1*1 where it 
states incorrectly that the site has five operable units, one of 
which is OU7 indicating the seven operable units at the site. 
Revise the document to use the proper site name and list all 
operable units, using the Introduction to eliminate those which 
will not be covered in the current Five Year Review.

Not applicable - not relevant to OU-7
Army indicates ALAAP is an NPL site in the 
second paragraph of the introduction. This 
document is the fourth FYR for ALAAP - Area
B (as stated in the title). The sites listed on 
page 1-1 are within Area B as described in the 
text. This is consistent with how previous FYRs 
and other CERCLA documents have been 
prepared for decades.

N

2. Operable Unit 1 has remaining issues that are under 
discussion in the current dispute regarding the Non
Hazardous Waste Landfill. This being the case, the OU should 
continue to be part of the Five Year Reviews until this issue is 
resolved.

Not applicable - not relevant to OU-7
The elimination of OU-1 from this FYR is 
appropriate as the remedy was implemented 
and soil is at UU/UE. The removal of OU-1 
from the FYR does not alter the informal 
dispute.

N

3. The document frequently refers to Study Areas and OUs 
making the document difficult to follow. In order to address 
this, the document needs a comprehensive table of all Study 
Areas. NPL Phase/Status, the OU (if appropriate), NFA (Y/N), 
a reference document for the NFA determination (if 
appropriate), short summary of environmental issues at study 
area, whether there is a need for SYR. Please revise the 
document to include this table.

Concur - will incorporate for OU-7 Y

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Site Background: Please include current exposure pathways. 
For example, water use for nearby residents (private wells vs. 
municipal water supply). Please include similar information for 
all OUs. This section would also be a good place to introduce 
the reader to the issue surrounding asbestos.

Concur - Current exposure pathways v^ll be 
incorporated for OU-7

Concur - A discussion on asbestos is provided 
in section 5.3, rather than the site background 
section.

Y

2 Five Year Review Summary Form: There continues to be 
multiple operable units at the site; however, it is acceptable to 
use OU7 as the catch all. Area A OUs are still valid and OU7 
does not address the groundwater at the site. In addition, the 
site has not achieved construction completion since the

Not applicable - not relevant to OU-7
This document is specifically for areas requiring 
a FYR as defined in the OU-7 ROD. The Army 
does not consider OU-7 a catch all.

P



Comment
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in the Draft 
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(Y/N/P)

groundwater has yet to be addressed. Finally, the Lead
Agency should be the U.S. Army since Mr. VanDyke does not 
work with the Corps of Engineers. This in no way diminishes 
the Corps’ role in the document development; however, the 
site is listed of the NPL as specifically a U.S. Army site.

Concur - Army will update the site status on 
page 1-7 to "Yes, for OU-7 soils, sediment and 
surface water. Groundwater is not included in 
OU-7."

Concur - Lead agency will be changed to
Army.

3. Section 2.1.2, Study Area 2. Pg. 2-1; This Study Area only 
gives a cursory discussion with regard to the PAHs at the site. 
Please add additional information regarding PAHs to give a 
more comprehensive review of the actions taken to address 
this COC.

Not applicable - See response actions in 
section 2.2.3 and 2.3.3 for more detail on Study 
Area 2.

Y

4. Section 2.1.3. Study Area 3, Pg, 2-1: The section does not 
indicate if soils and disposal actions at the Sanitary Landfill 
were evaluated for the potential to leach to groundwater. 
Sanitary landfills typically have requirements for groundwater 
monitoring. Please indicate if this has been implemented at 
this site and, if not, give the rationale. If not being 
implemented, it should be a recommendation.

Not applicable - not relevant to OU-7

See the FS for additional details on Study Area 
3. Groundwater is being handled as a separate 
OU. Groundwater monitoring wells are located 
on ALAAP - Area B.

N

5. Section 2.1,4. Study Area 7. Pg. 2-2: This section indicates 
that "asbestos was removed to a secure repository.” Based on 
review of the Army's Asbestos Investigation Report, Area 7 
has been found to have additional areas of asbestos 
contamination. Please clahfy the statement is this section to 
address this conhision.

Concur-will be updated Y

6. Section 2.1.6. Study Area 10W, Pg. 2-3: The third paragraph 
mentions that there is considerable uncertainty associated 
with the tetryl results because little was known concerning the 
toxicity to wildlife at the time of the report. Please update this 
statement with current toxicity information regarding tetryl (if 
any) since this is one of the main purposes of the SYR.

Not applicable - This is addressed in the last 
paragraph of Section 2.1.6, SA 10W.

Y

7. Section 2.1.12, Study Area 22, Pg. 2-6; Please indicate if the 
demolition landfill is being monitored for groundwater quality 
and, if not, add the rationale for not monitoring.

Not applicable - not relevant to OU-7

See the FS for additional details on Study Area 
22. Groundwater is being handled as a 
separate OU. Groundwater monitoring wells 
are located on ALAAP - Area B.

N

8. Section 2.1.15, South Georgia Road Dump, Pg. 2-8: The last 
paragraph mentions that the site was not evaluated in the FS; 
however, there was a need for land use controls. Please

Concur - The OU-7 ROD includes LUCs for the 
South Georgia Road Dump. This is noted in 
Table 2-4.

Y
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Addressed 
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Final FYR 
(Y/N/P)

indicate the decision document which determined the need for 
LUCs.

Section 2.1.16. Operable Unit 1, Pg. 2-8: A summary of the 
unresolved issues between the FFA parties should be 
provided. OU1 cannot be eliminated from the 5YR until the 
issues are addressed.

Non-concur-Section 2.1.16 will be removed as 
OU-1 is it is not relevant to OU-7. The 
elimination of OU-1 from this FYR is 
appropriate as the remedy was implemented 
and soil is at UU/UE. The removal of OU-1 
from the FYR does not alter the informal 
dispute.
Non-concur - Army does not believe a 
summary of the informal dispute is needed in 
this document.

10. Section 2.1; An additional section should be provided to give 
general information regarding asbestos.

Concur - Asbestos is discussed in the technical 
assessment Section 5.3. Section 2 
summarizes the response action per the OU-7 
ROD evaluated in this FYR.

Section 2.2; There is not a clear transition between Section 
2.1 and 2.2. Sites that are not addressed in 2.2 should be 
summarized either at the end of Section 2.1 or at the 
beginning of Section 2.2. Some of the Study Areas that are 
not mentioned in the beginning of 2.2 are SA 3, 5, 6,18 and 
20. Please revise the document to address this concern to 
ensure there is a logical and transparent flow from one section 
to the next.

Concur-wilt be incorporated in Draft Final

Section 2.2.1, Study Area 7, 10, and 21, RAOs and Remedy 
Components: The sixth bullet states that the NHWL will be 
closed consistent with “the existing approved permit 
application." As you are aware, this issue is part of the 
dispute that the EPA raised at ALAAP. As EPA has pointed 
out, since the permit was never issued, the legal requirements 
for the onsite landfill should have been identified in decision 
documents that utilized the landfill for disposal of remediation 
waste. In the meantime, the text in the SYR could at least 
state whether the permit application was approved and the 
date of the approval letter. Please revise the bulleted item to 
provide a better balance of the issues.

Not applicable -This language is taken directly 
from the final IROD describing the remedy and 
indicates that the permit application was 
approved.

ERA'S February 1992 Permit Equivalency 
Guidance states, “CERCLA response actions 
are exempted by law from the requirement to 
obtain Federal, State or local permits related to 
any activities conducted completely on-site." In 
a May 1992 letter, ADEM stated they “will not 
insist upon the issuance of state environmental 
permits for remedial activities conducted at the 
site, although we would encourage the Army to 
apply for appropriate permits in order to ensure 
that all substantive requirements are met." At 
that time, Superfund sites provided compliance 
with substantive provisions of otherwise 
applicable permits by going through the 
permitting process. Following Army's 
submission and ADEM approval of the permit 
application, ADEM determined that a permit 
was not needed for this CERCLA remedy so
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ID EPA Comment - February 27.2018 Army Response - May 3,2018
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there is no formal approval letter.

Legal requirements were identified in the
IRODs and RODs that were approved by all
FFA parties.

13. Section 2.2.1, Study Area 7, 10, and 21, RAOs and Remedy 
Components: The bulleted list also refers to excavated 
material that contains asbestos being separated during feed 
preparation. It should be noted that considerable asbestos 
material remained at the site unaddressed.

Not applicable - This language is taken directly 
from the final IROD describing the remedy. 
Asbestos is discussed in Section 5.3.

Y

14. Section 2.2.2, Study Area 2, 10... RAOs and Remedy 
Components: The ninth bullet should mention whether the 
permit application was approved and what is the date of the 
approval letter. If the permit application was not approved, the 
5YR should mention this and indicate that a modified decision 
document would be needed to select the permit requirements. 
Please revise the bulleted item.

Not Applicable - This section re-states the 
remedy from the final IROD and refers to the 
“the existing approved permit applications for 
treated soils" in the ninth bullet.

Non-concur- No reason for a modified 
decision document. Following Army’s 
submission and ADEM approval of the permit 
application, ADEM determined that a permit 
was not needed for this CERCLA remedy so 
there is no formal approval letter. All FFA 
parties were involved in the decision making 
and approved the IROD (also see response to 
comment #12).

N

15. Section 2.2.1 and Section 2.2.2: Each of these sections 
should mention that the onsite landfill may not have been 
appropriately selected in the ROD as the standards for 
construction of this landfill were not included in the decision 
document. This would introduce one of the reasons the site 
has yet to achieve remedial action completion through 
approval of a Remedial Action Completion Report.

Not applicable - These sections describe 
response actions as selected and approved by 
all FFA parties in the decision documents in
1994 and 1996 IRODs.

N

16. Section 2.2.2, Study Area 22, Last two paragraphs: The 
paragraphs mention that the standards for the Demolition 
Landfill are provided in the OU6 remedy. However, the 
performance standards for OU6 do not appear to cover the 
standards for an engineered cap. Please revise to indicate 
where these standards were established or raise it as an 
issue to be addressed.

Not applicable - See Section 2.3.2 for 
additional detail.

Y

17. Section 2.3, Asbestos: The remedies in the first two sections 
did appear to address asbestos in areas where action for 
other COCs were implemented. However, other areas with 
asbestos were left behind as cleanup standards for asbestos 
were not developed in the RODs. Please add this to these 
sections to further Introduce the asbestos concerns raised In

Non-concur - Section 2 describes the response 
actions taken. The newer information on 
asbestos is addressed in Section 5.3.

N
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subsequent sections.

18. Table 3.1, Army’s Protectiveness Statement, OU1: The soils 
from OU1 were stockpiled from Area A and had asbestos in 
some of them. It is unclear how asbestos was handled though 
potentially it may be in a similar manner to Area B, where it 
would appear that only the asbestos that was directly related 
to a soils action was addressed. In Area B, this left significant 
amounts from the buildings inappropriately, or not, addressed 
by the soils actions. Area A will need to be inspected similar to 
the asbestos inspections completed for Area B. The Five Year 
Review will need to integrate more background information 
regarding the asbestos concerns into the logic that leads to 
the issues/recommendations.

Not applicable - This FYR covers remedies 
selected in the OU-7 ROD.

N

19. Table 3-2, Pg. 3-4, EPA PS #1.1.2, 6 and NHWL. Current 
Implementation Status; There has been no resolution of the 
dispute regarding the need for ongoing monitoring. The 
description should reflect the facts related to the overall 
dispute. Please revise the description and include the 
following text in both rows, “EPA initiated a dispute regarding 
the need to perform monitoring at the NHWL. This dispute 
has not yet been resolved.” In addition, please enter a 
completion date. EPA would suggest October 1,2018.

Concur- Text in current implementation status 
description column will be updated to add the 
following; “EPA initiated a dispute regarding the 
need to perform monitoring at the NHWL. This 
dispute has not yet been resolved.”

Non-concur - The Army does not believe a 
summary of the informal dispute or a date 
needs to be included in this document. Issues 
related to the informal dispute do not impact 
protectiveness.

P

20. Table 3-2, Pg. 3-4, EPA PS #4, 1, 2, 6, NHWL and Asbestos 
Landfills, Current Status and Current Implementation Status; 
There has been no resolution of the dispute regarding the 
need to select the NHWL as a remedy and to identify its 
appropriate legal requirements. The description should reflect 
the facts related to the overall dispute. Please revise the 
description and include the following text in both rows. “EPA 
initiated a dispute regarding the need to select the NHWL as a 
remedy component and to identify its appropriate legal 
requirements. This dispute has not yet been resolved.” In 
addition, please enter a completion date. EPA would suggest 
October 1.2018.

Concur - Text in current implementation status 
description column will be updated to add the 
following; “EPA initiated a dispute regarding the 
need to select the NHWL as a remedy 
component and to identify its appropriate legal 
requirements. This dispute has not yet been 
resolved.”

Non-concur - The Army does not believe a 
summary of the informal dispute or a date 
needs to be included in this document. Issues 
related to the informal dispute do not impact 
protectiveness.

P

21. Section 4.0; This section should be updated to include the 
information regarding asbestos as the Army has been aware 
of the asbestos issues since the site visit conducted with EPA 
in June 2016. If any analysis was completed on the types of 
asbestos this could be added to the data section. Data can 
also be considered the visit itself since information was 
collected on the nature of the issues.

Not applicable - This section is evaluating OU- 
7. Clarification regarding asbestos is in Section 
5.3.

N

22. Section 5.1.2, Question A, Remedial Action Performance;
This section states that the NHWL was referred to in historical

Non-concur-The statement referenced. “The 
NHWL was referred to in the historical

N
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documents as the onsite disposal area and was selected as a 
component of the final remedies of the OU-2 and OU-6
IRODs. The selection of the disposal area was incomplete 
and has been pointed out in numerous communications to the 
Army and in EPA’s initiation of informal dispute. The 
document should add the ongoing discussion regarding 
overall protectiveness to this section of the document for a 
better balance of the issues surrounding the NHWL. 
Unresolved issues from the Third Five Year Review need to 
carry through to the current review.

documents as the onsite disposal area or 
backfill area and was selected as a component 
of the final remedies of the OU-2 and OU-6 
IRODs" is accurate. This section is addressing 
the question in 5.1. “Question A: Is the remedy 
functioning as intended by the Decision 
Documents?” EPA has concerns on the 
selection of the disposal area; however, EPA 
has not provided any new information that calls 
into question the protectiveness of the landfill 
remedy component, and the remedy is 
functioning as intended in the decision 
documents.

23. Section 5.2.1, Question B Summary: This section includes 
discussion regarding arsenic and 2,4-DNT though does not 
provide the information for verification of the analysis 
discussed. Locations of detections, background information, 
and other supporting data used to make the determinations 
regarding the summary need to be provided in the 
appendices. EPA would also request that the information be 
provided in electronic format to facilitate review of these 
statements.

Concur - will be incorporated in Draft Final Y

24. Section 6. Issues/Recommendations: This section needs to 
carry forward the unresolved issues and recommendations 
from the Third Five Year Review. Specifically, items 1 and 4 in 
Table 3-2 under EPA recommendations Presented in a Letter 
from EPA to the Army Dated September 5. 2013.

Non-concur-Table 3-2 outlines the Army’s 
position. The Army does not believe the issues 
in informal dispute impact protectiveness.

N

25. Section 6, Table: The Table is missing the issue category 
from the SYR template. Please add the category above the 
“issues" portion in the current table and provide the needed 
information. Categories include; Other, Changed Site 
Conditions, Institutional Controls, Monitoring, Operation and 
Maintenance, Remedy Performance, Site Access/Security. If 
other is chosen, please provide an explanation in the box. 
Further references can be found at 
https;//www.epa.gov/superfundAwriting-five-year-reviews- 
superfund-sites. The specific information is located on Page
10 of the 2016 FYR Template provided at the link.

Concur - will be Incorporated in Draft Final Y

26. Section 6, Table, Currently Protective; The table indicates that 
the current protectiveness is not affected. The asbestos on 
the site may affect current protectiveness since the Army 
cannot control whether individuals are being exposed at the 
site. There are land use controls in place in certain areas; 
though, asbestos was not considered a contaminant at the 
time. The lack of information regarding the potential for 
exposure should be clarified in the document in order for the 
reader to determine why the site is currently protective.

Concur - This table will be updated to reflect 
cument status of ACM removal.

Y

27. Section 6. Table. Recommendation; The recommendation is 
not clearly written as it should indicate the specific steps the 
Army is planning to take in order to address the issue. They

Concur - Text will be updated to reflect current 
status of the ACM removal.

Y
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should be listed in relative chronological order in order to 
resolve the issue. For example, determine the full nature and 
extent, determine the risk of exposure, and complete a 
determination regarding the need for action.

28. Section 6, Table. Milestone Date: The milestone date needs 
to be completed to inform the public when to expect an 
Addendum to the Five Year Review.

Concur - will be incorporated In the Draft Final 
document.

Y

29. Section 7: Protectiveness Statement: Please add a projected 
date for resolution of the statement. In addition, include the 
issues that have yet to be resolved from the Third Review.

Concur - projected date will be incorporated in 
the Draft Final document.
Non-concur - Items that are in dispute will not 
be included here. The Army does not believe 
the issues in dispute impact the protectiveness 
of the remedies.

P

MINOR COMMENTS

1. Table 1-1: Horizontal lines are required between all of the
OUs to facilitate the reading of the Notes column of the table.

NA - the lines are already included; zoom in on 
the pdf file and the lines will appear

NA

2. Study Area 2: As this document is being developed to be 
provided to the public, please use ppm or mg/kg when 
discussing concentration measurements to avoid confusion. 
Similar documentation occurs throughout the report. Please 
revise the report to reflect this clarification.

Concur-will be incorporated in the Draft Final 
document.

Y

3. Milestone Dates; The Milestone Dates (for completing the 
Recommendations) are tracked in EPA data systems by 
month/day/year. Therefore, revise the document’s tables to 
include this format (for each operable unit's section) 
throughout the Five-Year Review Report.

Concur - swII be incorporated in the Draft Final 
document.

Y

4. EPA Protectiveness Statements, Table 3-2; The EPA 
recommendation for Area 6 was repeated twice and one 
should be deleted.

Concur - will be incorporated in the Draft Final 
document.

Y

5. Section 8; Please add the date for the deadline of the next
Five Year Review

Concur-will be incorporated in the Draft Final 
document.

Y



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 4

ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 
61 FORSYTH STREET, S.W.

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303

July 7, 2018

Electronic Mail - in lieu of controlled correspondence.

4SD-RSB

Mr. Andrew Van Dyke 
Army Program Manager 
Operations Army Medical Branch 
Department of the Army
Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management 
Taylor Building, Room 5000 
2530 Crystal Drive 
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Van Dyke:

EPA’s has reviewed the Army response to EPA comments on the Fourth Five Year Review and 
enclosed additional clarification to these comments to the document for use in revising the 
document. Please revise the document incorporating the comments into the draft final version of 
the document.

The clarifications are as follows (Note: GC- General Comment; and SC — Specific Comment):

GC#1: The Third 5YR Exec Summary addresses the site overall, then mentions Area A 
and B, then gives a discussion of the OUs. Only OU3 and OU5 were left out though it 
could have been included for clarity. EPA is requesting similar language and the 
inclusion of a sentence or two for the OU3 and OU5 portion of the site. The Army should 
clarify the document.

GC#2: EPA does not concur that the remedy is UU/UE. Soils were disposed of in a 
landfill that was not properly selected and subject to dispute. The Army is unilaterally 
making determinations that aren’t agreed to by the regulatory agencies.

SC#2: The Army is not being responsive and it is unclear what the Army will do in 
response to this comment. The site status needs to be revised to indicate the breadth of



Ol^'s at ALAAP. not just ALAAP - .Ai*ea B. The entire breadth of the site will relate that 
the site is not construction complete. Tlie update suggested by the .Amiy is not consistent 
with the guidiince which asks for status of the entire site.

SC'i^4: Tlie .Amiy is not being fully responsive to the comment. Please indicate whether 
the leaching of soils wa.ste material to groundwater was addressed.

SC'i^9: EP.A disagrees that OIU is not releviint to Ol^ 7 as the disposal location is the 
same as 01^2 and 6. Tlie landfill protectiveness is a concern considering there is. for one. 
no way to detennine whether the landfill has atTected groundwater.

SCi^lO: It is not appropriate to wait until Section 5.3 to introduce the asbestos issues 
that's why EP.A made the comment. Please revise this section.

SC'i^l2 and i^l4: The .Ai*my continues to use hinguage that is incoirect which is 
recognized in the responses as the pennit was never approved nor issued by .ADEM. Tlie 
language should be removed. In addition, the legal requirements were insuITiciently 
identified or there wouldn't be a discussion regarding them. Eor example, if they were 
suITiciently identified, then groundwater monitoring would have been included or waived 
through an .AR.AR wai\ er.

SC'i^l3: It is hard to imagine how this comment is "not applicable." Despite the language 
being taken directly from the IROD. it needs to be chu'ified. Chu'ification added here 
supports the decision later in the 5VR document that asbestos still needs to be addressed.

SC'i^l5: Tliese sections also give the status of the implementation at the site. Tlie R.ACR 
for the site has yet to be approved because of the issues with the disposal areas and 
asbestos. Tlie additional of this inlbnnation gives a better picture of remedy status. Please 
revise the document.

SC'i^ 17: .Additional infonnation would provide supporting inlbnnation regarding the 
inlbnnation in Section 5.3.

SC'i^ 18: Tlie .Anny response may demonstrate that OIU should be piu1 of the five-Year 
Review since it was not included as part of 01^7. Tlie tact that the asbestos was in the 
soils iind. likely part of buildings in .Ai*ea .A. would indicate the need to verify the 
asbestos removal in these areas. Tins should be indicated in the 5VR. Please revise the 
document.

SC'i^l9: Issues that remain from previous 5VR need to be earned tlu'ough until 
completion. Providing a date for the resolution assists in tracking the resolution of the 
issue. Please revise the date.

SCi^20: Issues in dispute at the site do iilTect the long-tenn protectiveness of the site. To 
assist with tracking the issue, a date for resolution needs to be included. Status should be 
revised to Ihider Discussion.

SC#21: Section 5.3 is not sulTicient. If all Om have been integrated into 01^7. then 
asbestos would be part of 01^7. In tact, it was addressed, if only partially, in site issues

2



for previous RODs though the remedy was not properly selected in these RODs. Hence 
the issue raised in the dispute and in Section 5.3 of the SYR.

SC#22; One issue the EPA has raised is whether the landfill meets the requirements as 
designated by the ARARs sent to the Army in dispute communications. Without 
verification that these standards are met, protectiveness cannot be determined. Hence the 
need to resolve the dispute in order to determine whether the landfill is protective. Please 
revise the document to address the comment.

SC#24 and #29; The Table 3-2 also presents EPA issues from the SYR. The issues in 
dispute relate directly to protectiveness. It is because the site cannot be deemed protective 
and complete is the reason the RACR has yet to be approved.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please feel free to contact me at 404-562- 
8510 or woolheater.tim@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

Timothy t Mkeatet

Timothy R. Woolheater 
Senior Remedial Project Manager 
Eederal Eacilities Branch 
Superfund Division

CC; Alex Recker
Alabama Department of Environmental Management 
1400 Coliseum Blvd.
Montgomery, AL 36110-2059

Ms. Heather Elliot, BEC 
CAEIBRE
6354 Walker Lane, Suite 300 
Alexandria, Virginia 22310-3252

Melissa L. Shirley 
Dept of the Army 
Mobile District, Corp of Engineers 
Box 2288
Mobile, AL 36628-0001



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF FOR INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT

600 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0600

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF

Base Realignment and Closure Division
19 September 2018

Mr. Timothy R. Woolheater
United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4 
61 Forsyth Street, S.W.
Atlanta, GA 30303

Mr. Alex Recker
Alabama Division of Environmental Management 
Government Hazardous Waste Branch, Land Division 
P.O. Box 301463 
Montgomery, AL 36130-1463

SUBJECT: Final Fourth Five Year Review for Alabama Army Ammunition Plant- 
Area B and response to EPA’s July 7, 2018 comments

Dear Mr. Woolheater and Mr. Recker:

Please see the attached Final Fourth Five Year Review for the Alabama Army 
Ammunition Plant-Area B.

The Army reviewed EPA’s clarifying comments, received on 7 July 2018 and issues the 
following responses.

Where the EPA clarifications illuminated the original comment, received 27 February 
2018, the enclosed response describes any revisions to the document to address the 
comment. However, the majority of the clarifications only reiterated the original 
comment. The Army provides additional explanations to the original responses but has 
not revised the document. The Army stands behind our 3 May 2018, responses to 
EPA’s initial comments. According to EPA’s own guidance, “Comprehensive Five-Year 
Review Guidance" OSWER 9355.7-03B-P, the purpose of a five year review is to 
evaluate the implementation and performance of a remedy in order to determine if that 
remedy is or will be protective of human health and the environment. Five year reviews 
must only pertain to sites with a remedy in place and all other comments, not relating to 
the selected remedy and its implementation, are beyond the scope of the review. Per 
Department of Defense (DoD), described In DoD Manual (DoDM) 4715.20 "Defense 
Environmental Restoration Program (DERP) Management," the Army is using discretion 
in the response to EPA comments that do not pertain to remedy protectiveness. As 
stated in the DoDM, the five year review report should only address those sites for 
which remedial actions have been taken that result in hazardous substances, pollutants 
or contaminants remaining at the site above levels allowing for unlimited use and



unrestricted exposure (UU/UE). The EPA and ADEM comments related to the informal 
dispute and to operable units (OUs) other than OU-7 are not relevant to this document 
and are not incorporated.

The Army will continue to discuss items in dispute with EPA and ADEM, and take 
appropriate steps when consensus is reached on those items. However, the resolution 
of those items is external to the Fourth Five Year Review and we see no need to 
unnecessarily delay its completion.

Copies Furnished:

Melissa Shirley, USAGE 
Susan Ryan, ELD 
Heather Elliott, BF^C 
Michelle Thornton, EPA 
Daniel Arthur, ADEM

Sincerely,

Andrew Van Dyke 
Program Manager 
Army BRAC Office

Enclosure 1: Final Fourth Five Year Review for the Alabama Army Ammunition Plant 
Area B.

Enclosure 2: Army Responses to EPA Comments



Responses to Comments 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Technical Review of the Draft Fourth Five Year Review 
Alabama Army Ammunition Plant - Area B 

Dated February 27, 2018; Additional Comments from EPA Dated July 7, 2018

Comment
ID EPA Comment - February 27, 2018 Army Response - May 3, 2018

Addressed 
in the Draft 
Final FYR 

(Y/N/P)
EPA Additional Comment - July 7, 2018 Army Additional Response - 

September 19, 2018

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. Throughout the document the site is referred to 
as the ALAAP - Area B Superfund Site. The 
NPL site is Alabama Army Ammunition Plant 
and Area B is only a portion of the site. 
Referring to the site in this manner does not 
give the appropriate perspective of the NPL 
listing. It also adds to the confusion found in the 
fourth paragraph on page 1-1 where it states 
incorrectly that the site has five operable units, 
one of which is OU7 indicating the seven 
operable units at the site. Revise the document 
to use the proper site name and list all operable 
units, using the Introduction to eliminate those 
which will not be covered in the current Five 
Year Review.

Not applicable - not relevant to OU-7
Army indicates ALAAP is an NPL site in the 
second paragraph of the introduction. This 
document is the fourth FYR for ALAAP - Area B 
(as stated in the title). The sites listed on page 1-1 
are within Area B as described in the text. This is 
consistent with how previous FYRs and other 
CERCLA documents have been prepared for 
decades.

The Third SYR Exec Summary addresses 
the site overall, then mentions Area A and B, 
then gives a discussion of the OUs. Only 
OU3 and OUS were left out though it could 
have been included for clarity. EPA is 
requesting similar language and the 
inclusion of a sentence or two for the OUS 
and OUS portion of the site. The Army 
should clarify the document.

The Army will clarify the confusion that 
exists regarding Area B OU-3 and OU-S 
which is related to the differences between 
the Army OU numbering system and the 
EPA OU numbering system (EPA did not 
include the numbers 3 and S when they 
were numbering Operable Units within 
Area B).

Operable Unit 1 has remaining issues that are 
under discussion in the current dispute 
regarding the Non Hazardous Waste Landfill. 
This being the case, the OU should continue to 
be part of the Five Year Reviews until this issue 
is resolved.

Not applicable - not relevant to OU-7
The elimination of OU-1 from this FYR is 
appropriate as the remedy was implemented and 
soil is at UU/UE. The removal of OU-1 from the 
FYR does not alter the informal dispute.

EPA does not concur that the remedy is 
UU/UE. Soils were disposed of in a landfill 
that was not properly selected and subject to 
dispute. The Army is unilaterally making 
determinations that aren’t agreed to by the 
regulatory agencies.

As noted in our Fourth Five Year Review 
kick-off meeting, information paper, and in 
accordance with the Five Year Review 
guidance, the Army has prepared this Five 
Year Review to address those sites for 
which remedial actions have been taken that 
result in hazardous substances, pollutants, 
or contaminants remaining at the site.
The final approved OU-1 ROD states “Long­
term protection to the human health and 
environment will be provided by leaving no 
residual risk from the contaminants and by 
reducing or eliminating the impact on the 
environment.” Since NFA was required for 
OU-1, Five Year Reviews are not required.

Revised September 2018 Page 1 of 12



Responses to Comments
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Comment
ID EPA Comment - February 27, 2018 Army Response - May 3, 2018

Addressed 
in the Draft 
Final FYR 

(Y/N/P)
EPA Additional Comment - July 7, 2018 Army Additional Response - 

September 19, 2018

Because the OU-7 ROD was approved by 
Army, EPA, and ADEM, the Army is unclear 
how removal of OU-1 (where there is no
Five Year Review requirement) constitutes a 
unilateral determination not agreed to by
EPA and ADEM.

3. The document frequently refers to Study Areas 
and OUs making the document difficult to 
follow. In order to address this, the document 
needs a comprehensive table of all Study
Areas, NPL Phase/Status, the OU (if 
appropriate), NFA (Y/N), a reference document 
for the NFA determination (if appropriate), short 
summary of environmental issues at study area, 
whether there is a need for SYR. Please revise 
the document to include this table.

Concur - will incorporate for OU-7 Y

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Site Background: Please include current 
exposure pathways. For example, water use for 
nearby residents (private wells vs. municipal 
water supply). Please include similar 
information for all OUs. This section would also 
be a good place to introduce the reader to the 
issue surrounding asbestos.

Concur - Current exposure pathways will be 
incorporated for OU-7.
Concur-A discussion on asbestos is provided in 
section 5.3, rather than the site background 
section.

P No change will be incorporated. As stated in 
Section 1, groundwater pathways are being 
evaluated as part of another OU and 
therefore are not evaluated in this FYR. 
Exposure pathways for the other OUs can 
be found in supporting documents listed in 
the 3^^^ paragraph of Section 1.1.

2. Five Year Review Summary Form: There 
continues to be multiple operable units at the 
site; however, it is acceptable to use OU7 as 
the catch all. Area A OUs are still valid and OU7 
does not address the groundwater at the site. In 
addition, the site has not achieved construction 
completion since the groundwater has yet to be 
addressed. Finally, the Lead Agency should be 
the U.S. Army since Mr. VanDyke does not 
work with the Corps of Engineers. This in no 
way diminishes the Corps’ role in the document 
development; however, the site is listed of the 
NPL as specifically a U.S. Army site.

Not applicable - not relevant to OU-7.
This document is specifically for areas requiring a 
FYR as defined in the OU-7 ROD. The Army does 
not consider OU-7 a catch all.
Concur - Army will update the site status on page 
1-7 to “Yes, for OU-7 soils, sediment and surface 
water. Groundwater is not included in OU-7."
Concur - Lead agency will be changed to Army.

P The Army is not being responsive and it is 
unclear what the Army will do in response to 
this comment. The site status needs to be 
revised to indicate the breadth of OU’s at 
ALAAP, not just ALAAP - Area B. The entire 
breadth of the site will relate that the site is 
not construction complete. The update 
suggested by the Army is not consistent with 
the guidance which asks for status of the 
entire site.

The Army’s responses are in line with EPA 
and DERP guidance for Five Year Reviews.
This Five Year Review addresses OU-7.
Army will clarify that the groundwater issues 
are part of a separate operable unit (OU-4) 
and are not part of the OU-7 Five Year
Review. Work is ongoing at OU-4 and there 
is no remedy to review at this time.
The Army does not agree that Area A should 
be included in the Five Year Review 
because OU-7 does not include Area A and 
there is not a requirement for Five Year 
Reviews for the Area A OUs.
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Continued)

February 27, 2018; Additional Comments from EPA Dated July 7, 2018

Comment
ID EPA Comment - February 27, 2018 Army Response - May 3, 2018

Addressed 
in the Draft 
Final FYR 

(Y/N/P)
EPA Additional Comment - July 7, 2018 Army Additional Response - 

September 19, 2018

3. Section 2.1.2, Study Area 2, Pg. 2-1: This
Study Area only gives a cursory discussion with 
regard to the PAHs at the site. Please add 
additional information regarding PAHs to give a 
more comprehensive review of the actions 
taken to address this COC.

Not applicable - See response actions in section 
2.2.3 and 2.3.3 for more detail on Study Area 2.

Y

4. Section 2.1.3, Study Area 3, Pg. 2-1: The 
section does not indicate if soils and disposal 
actions at the Sanitary Landfill were evaluated 
for the potential to leach to groundwater.
Sanitary landfills typically have requirements for 
groundwater monitoring. Please indicate if this 
has been implemented at this site and, if not, 
give the rationale. If not being implemented, it 
should be a recommendation.

Not applicable - not relevant to OU-7

See the FS for additional details on Study Area 3. 
Groundwater is being handled as a separate OU. 
Groundwater monitoring wells are located on 
ALAAP-Area B.

N The Army is not being fully responsive to the 
comment. Please indicate whether the 
leaching of soils/waste material to 
groundwater was addressed.

The leaching of soils/waste material to 
groundwater was addressed by collecting 
groundwater samples across Area B 
(including Study Area 3) and evaluating the 
data in the Rl and risk assessment. The 
groundwater evaluation was conducted as a 
site-wide approach rather than for individual 
study areas. Soils at Study Area 3 were not 
compared to migration-to-groundwater 
criteria.

5. Section 2.1.4, Study Area 7, Pg. 2-2: This 
section indicates that “asbestos was removed to 
a secure repository.” Based on review of the 
Army’s Asbestos Investigation Report, Area 7 
has been found to have additional areas of 
asbestos contamination. Please clarify the 
statement is this section to address this 
confusion.

Concur - will be updated Y Information related to asbestos 
contamination will be provided in
Section 5.3.

6. Section 2.1.6, Study Area 10W, Pg. 2-3: The 
third paragraph mentions that there is 
considerable uncertainty associated with the 
tetryl results because little was known 
concerning the toxicity to wildlife at the time of 
the report. Please update this statement with 
current toxicity information regarding tetryl (if 
any) since this is one of the main purposes of 
the SYR.

Not applicable - This is addressed in the last 
paragraph of Section 2.1.6, SA 10W.

Y
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Comment
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Addressed 
in the Draft 
Final FYR 
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EPA Additional Comment - July 7, 2018 Army Additional Response - 

September 19, 2018

7. Section 2.1.12, Study Area 22, Pg. 2-6:
Please indicate if the demolition landfill is being 
monitored for groundwater quality and, if not, 
add the rationale for not monitoring.

Not applicable - not relevant to OU-7
See the FS for additional details on Study Area
22. Groundwater is being handled as a separate 
OU. Groundwater monitoring wells are located on 
ALAAP-Area B.

N

8. Section 2.1.15, South Georgia Road Dump, 
Pg. 2-8: The last paragraph mentions that the 
site was not evaluated in the FS; however, 
there was a need for land use controls. Please 
indicate the decision document which 
determined the need for LUCs.

Concur - The OU-7 ROD includes LUCs for the 
South Georgia Road Dump. This is noted in
Table 2-4.

Y

9. Section 2.1.16, Operable Unit 1, Pg. 2-8: A 
summary of the unresolved issues between the 
FFA parties should be provided. OU1 cannot be 
eliminated from the SYR until the issues are 
addressed.

Non-concur - Section 2.1.16 will be removed as 
OU-1 as it is not relevant to OU-7. The elimination 
of OU-1 from this FYR is appropriate as the 
remedy was implemented and soil is at UU/UE.
The removal of OU-1 from the FYR does not alter 
the informal dispute.
Non-concur - Army does not believe a summary 
of the informal dispute is needed in this document.

N EPA disagrees that OU1 is not relevant to
OU 7 as the disposal location is the same as 
OU2 and 6. The landfill protectiveness is a 
concern considering there is, for one, no 
way to determine whether the landfill has 
affected groundwater.

As noted in our Fourth Five Year Review 
kick-off meeting, information paper, and in 
accordance with the Five Year Review 
guidance, the Army has prepared this Five 
Year Review to address those sites for 
which remedial actions have been taken that 
result in hazardous substances, pollutants, 
or contaminants remaining at the site.
The final approved OU-1 ROD states “Long­
term protection to the human health and 
environment will be provided by leaving no 
residual risk from the contaminants and by 
reducing or eliminating the impact on the 
environment.” Since NFA was required for 
OU-1, Five Year Reviews are not required.

10. Section 2.1: An additional section should be 
provided to give general information regarding 
asbestos.

Concur-Asbestos is discussed in the technical 
assessment Section 5.3. Section 2 summarizes 
the response action per the OU-7 ROD evaluated 
in this FYR.

Y It is not appropriate to wait until Section 5.3 
to introduce the asbestos issues that’s why 
EPA made the comment. Please revise this 
section.

The Army disagrees. Section 2 summarizes 
the response actions per the OU-7 ROD.
New information will be included in
Section 5.3.
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Responses to Comments
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Continued)

February 27, 2018; Additional Comments from EPA Dated July 7, 2018

Comment
ID EPA Comment - February 27, 2018 Army Response - May 3, 2018

Addressed 
in the Draft 
Final FYR 

(Y/N/P)
EPA Additional Comment - July 7, 2018 Army Additional Response - 

September 19, 2018

11. Section 2.2: There is not a clear transition 
between Section 2.1 and 2.2. Sites that are not 
addressed in 2.2 should be summarized either 
at the end of Section 2.1 or at the beginning of 
Section 2.2. Some of the Study Areas that are 
not mentioned in the beginning of 2.2 are SA 3, 
5, 6, 18 and 20. Please revise the document to 
address this concern to ensure there is a logical 
and transparent flow from one section to the 
next.

Concur-will be incorporated in Draft Final Y Text will be revised in Sections 1, 2.1, and 
2.2 to clarify the status of the OU-7 study
areas.

Section 2.2.1, Study Area 7,10, and 21,
RAOs and Remedy Components: The sixth 
bullet states that the NHWL will be closed 
consistent 'A'ith “the existing approved permit 
application.” As you are aware, this issue is 
part of the dispute that the EPA raised at 
ALAAP. As EPA has pointed out, since the 
permit was never issued, the legal requirements 
for the onsite landfill should have been 
identified in decision documents that utilized the 
landfill for disposal of remediation waste. In the 
meantime, the text in the SYR could at least 
state whether the permit application was 
approved and the date of the approval letter. 
Please revise the bulleted item to provide a 
better balance of the issues.

Not applicable -This language is taken directly 
from the final IROD describing the remedy and 
indicates that the permit application was 
approved.
EPA’s February 1992 Permit Equivalency 
Guidance states, “CERCLA response actions are 
exempted by law from the requirement to obtain 
Federal, State or local permits related to any 
activities conducted completely on-site.” In a May 
1992 letter, ADEM stated they “will not insist upon 
the issuance of state environmental permits for 
remedial activities conducted at the site, although 
we would encourage the Army to apply for 
appropriate permits in order to ensure that all 
substantive requirements are met.” At that time. 
Superfund sites provided compliance with 
substantive provisions of otherwise applicable 
permits by going through the permitting process. 
Following Army’s submission and ADEM approval 
of the permit application, ADEM determined that a 
permit was not needed for this CERCLA remedy 
so there is no formal approval letter.
Legal requirements were identified in the IRODs 
and RODS that were approved by all FFA parties.

The Army continues to use language that is 
incorrect which is recognized in the 
responses as the permit was never 
approved nor issued by ADEM. The 
language should be removed. In addition, 
the legal requirements were insufficiently 
identified or there wouldn’t be a discussion 
regarding them. For example, if they were 
sufficiently identified, then groundwater 
monitoring would have been included or 
waived through an ARAR waiver.

The Army understands EPA no longer 
agrees with the language and legal 
requirements approved in the final IRODs 
and RODS dated November 1994, March 
1997, and March 2012. The Army’s position 
on the NHWL is documented in several 
responses to EPA, most recently in our 12 
July 2018 letter, SUBJECT: Informal Dispute 
at the former Alabama Army Ammunition 
Plant.
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13. Section 2.2.1, Study Area 7,10, and 21, 
RAOs and Remedy Components: The
bulleted list also refers to excavated material 
that contains asbestos being separated during 
feed preparation. It should be noted that 
considerable asbestos material remained at the 
site unaddressed.

Not applicable - This language is taken directly 
from the final IROD describing the remedy. 
Asbestos is discussed in Section 5.3.

Y It is hard to imagine how this comment is 
“not applicable.” Despite the language being 
taken directly from the IROD, it needs to be 
clarified. Clarification added here supports 
the decision later in the SYR document that 
asbestos still needs to be addressed.

The Army disagrees. Section 2 summarizes 
the response actions by quoting the 
November 1994 IROD. The response 
actions are further documented in the March 
2012 OU-7 ROD. Asbestos is included in 
Section 5.3.

14. Section 2.2.2, Study Area 2,10... RAOs and 
Remedy Components: The ninth bullet should 
mention whether the permit application was 
approved and what is the date of the approval 
letter. If the permit application was not 
approved, the 5YR should mention this and 
indicate that a modified decision document 
would be needed to select the permit 
requirements. Please revise the bulleted item.

Not Applicable - This section re-states the remedy 
from the final IROD and refers to the “the existing 
approved permit applications for treated soils” in 
the ninth bullet.
Non-concur - No reason for a modified decision 
document. Following Army’s submission and 
ADEM approval of the permit application, ADEM 
determined that a permit was not needed for this 
CERCLA remedy so there is no formal approval 
letter. All FFA parties were involved in the 
decision making and approved the IROD (also see 
response to comment #12).

The Army continues to use language that is 
incorrect which is recognized in the 
responses as the permit was never 
approved nor issued by ADEM. The 
language should be removed. In addition, 
the legal requirements were insufficiently 
identified or there wouldn’t be a discussion 
regarding them. For example, if they were 
sufficiently identified, then groundwater 
monitoring would have been included or 
waived through an ARAR waiver.

The IROD says specifically".... in
accordance with the existing approved 
permit applications for treated soils....” (see 
page 11 of 43 of the pdf file of the IROD).
The Army stands by the language that came 
directly from the IROD.
The Army understands EPA no longer 
agrees with the language and legal 
requirements approved in the final IRODs 
and RODS dated November 1994, March 
1997, and March 2012. The Army’s position 
on the NHWL is documented in several 
responses to EPA, most recently in our 12 
July 2018 letter. Subject: Informal Dispute 
at the former Alabama Army Ammunition 
Plant.

Section 2.2.1 and Section 2.2.2: Each of these 
sections should mention that the onsite landfill 
may not have been appropriately selected in the 
ROD as the standards for construction of this 
landfill were not included in the decision 
document. This would introduce one of the 
reasons the site has yet to achieve remedial 
action completion through approval of a 
Remedial Action Completion Report.

Not applicable - These sections describe 
response actions as selected and approved by all 
FFA parties in the decision documents in 1994 
and 1996 IRODs.

These sections also give the status of the 
implementation at the site. The RACR for 
the site has yet to be approved because of 
the issues with the disposal areas and 
asbestos. The additional of this information 
gives a better picture of remedy status. 
Please revise the document.

The Army does not agree that the landfill 
was inappropriately selected and the Army’s 
position is documented. These sections 
contain the required information which are 
the RAOs and remedy components for the 
two IRODs. The language was taken directly 
from the IRODs.
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16. Section 2.2.2, Study Area 22, Last two 
paragraphs: The paragraphs mention that the 
standards for the Demolition Landfill are 
provided in the OU6 remedy. However, the 
performance standards for OU6 do not appear 
to cover the standards for an engineered cap. 
Please revise to indicate where these standards 
were established or raise it as an issue to be 
addressed.

Not applicable - See Section 2.3.2 for additional 
detail.

Y

17. Section 2.3, Asbestos: The remedies in the 
first two sections did appear to address 
asbestos in areas where action for other COCs 
were implemented. However, other areas with 
asbestos were left behind as cleanup standards 
for asbestos were not developed in the RODs. 
Please add this to these sections to further 
introduce the asbestos concerns raised in 
subsequent sections.

Non-concur- Section 2 describes the response 
actions taken. The newer information on asbestos 
is addressed in Section 5.3.

Additional information would provide 
supporting information regarding the 
information in Section 5.3.

The Army disagrees. Section 2 summarizes 
the response actions per the OU-7 ROD. 
New information on asbestos will be 
included in Section 5.3.

Table 3.1, Army’s Protectiveness Statement, 
OU1: The soils from OU1 were stockpiled from 
Area A and had asbestos in some of them. It is 
unclear how asbestos was handled though 
potentially it may be in a similar manner to Area 
B, where it would appear that only the asbestos 
that was directly related to a soils action was 
addressed. In Area B, this left significant 
amounts from the buildings inappropriately, or 
not, addressed by the soils actions. Area A will 
need to be inspected similar to the asbestos 
inspections completed for Area B. The Five 
Year Review will need to integrate more 
background information regarding the asbestos 
concerns into the logic that leads to the 
issues/recommendations.

Not applicable - This FYR covers remedies 
selected in the OU-7 ROD.

The Army response may demonstrate that 
OU1 should be part of the Five-Year Review 
since it was not included as part of OU7.
The fact that the asbestos was in the soils 
and, likely part of buildings in Area A, would 
indicate the need to verify the asbestos 
removal in these areas. This should be 
indicated in the 5YR. Please revise the 
document.

The Army does not agree that Area A should 
be included in the Five Year Review 
because OU-7 does not include Area A.
OU-1 was not included in this Five Year 
Review because it was documented as NFA 
in the OU-7 ROD.
Information regarding the recent asbestos 
concerns will be added to Section 5.3.
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19. Table 3-2, Pg. 3-4, EPA PS #1,1, 2, 6 and 
NHWL, Current Implementation Status:
There has been no resolution of the dispute 
regarding the need for ongoing monitoring. The 
description should reflect the facts related to the 
overall dispute. Please revise the description 
and include the following text in both rows,
“EPA initiated a dispute regarding the need to 
perform monitoring at the NHWL. This dispute 
has not yet been resolved.” In addition, please 
enter a completion date. EPA would suggest 
October 1, 2018.

Concur - Text in current implementation status 
description column will be updated to add the 
following: “EPA initiated a dispute regarding the 
need to perform monitoring at the NHWL. This 
dispute has not yet been resolved.”
Non-concur - The Army does not believe a 
summary of the informal dispute or a date needs 
to be included in this document. Issues related to 
the informal dispute do not impact protectiveness.

Issues that remain from previous SYR need 
to be carried through until completion. 
Providing a date for the resolution assists in 
tracking the resolution of the issue. Please 
revise the date.

It is difncult to add a completion date that is 
meaningful since the NHWL has been an 
ongoing topic of informal dispute since the 
last Five Year Review.

20. Table 3-2, Pg. 3-4, EPA PS #4,1, 2, 6, NHWL 
and Asbestos Landfills, Current Status and 
Current Implementation Status: There has 
been no resolution of the dispute regarding the 
need to select the NHWL as a remedy and to 
identify its appropriate legal requirements. The 
description should reflect the facts related to the 
overall dispute. Please revise the description 
and include the following text in both rows,
“EPA initiated a dispute regarding the need to 
select the NHWL as a remedy component and 
to identify its appropriate legal requirements. 
This dispute has not yet been resolved.” In 
addition, please enter a completion date. EPA 
would suggest October 1,2018.

Concur - Text in current implementation status 
description column will be updated to add the 
following: “EPA initiated a dispute regarding the 
need to select the NHWL as a remedy component 
and to identify its appropriate legal requirements. 
This dispute has not yet been resolved.”
Non-concur - The Army does not believe a 
summary of the informal dispute or a date needs 
to be included in this document. Issues related to 
the informal dispute do not impact protectiveness.

Issues in dispute at the site do affect the 
long-term protectiveness of the site. To 
assist with tracking the issue, a date for 
resolution needs to be included. Status 
should be revised to Under Discussion.

It is difficult to add a completion date that is 
meaningful since the NHWL has been an 
ongoing topic of informal dispute since the 
last Five Year Review.
The Army will keep the current status as 
“Considered and not implemented” but will 
add “Under discussion as part of dispute” in 
the “Status” column.

21. Section 4.0: This section should be updated to 
include the information regarding asbestos as 
the Army has been aware of the asbestos 
issues since the site visit conducted with EPA in 
June 2016. If any analysis was completed on 
the types of asbestos this could be added to the 
data section. Data can also be considered the 
visit itself since information was collected on the 
nature of the issues.

Not applicable - This section is evaluating OU-7. 
Clarification regarding asbestos is in Section 5.3.

Section 5.3 is not sufficient. If all OUs have 
been integrated into OU7, then asbestos 
would be part of OU7. In fact, it was 
addressed, of only partially, in site issues for 
previous RODs though the remedy was not 
properly selected in these RODs. Hence the 
issue raised in the dispute and in 
Section 5.3 of the 5YR.

The new issues related to asbestos have 
arisen since the last Five Year Review and 
data have been collected as part of the 
Asbestos Inspection and Asbestos 
Abatement. The Army will include 
information about these activities in 
Section 5.3.

Revised September 2018 Page 8 of 12



Responses to Comments
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Continued)

February 27, 2018; Additional Comments from EPA Dated July 7, 2018

Comment
ID EPA Comment - February 27, 2018 Army Response - May 3, 2018

Addressed 
in the Draft 
Final FYR 

(Y/N/P)
EPA Additional Comment - July 7, 2018 Army Additional Response - 

September 19, 2018

Section 5.1.2, Question A, Remedial Action 
Performance: This section states that the 
NHWL was referred to in historical documents 
as the onsite disposal area and was selected as 
a component of the final remedies of the OU-2 
and OU-6 IRODs. The selection of the disposal 
area was incomplete and has been pointed out 
in numerous communications to the Army and 
in ERA’S initiation of informal dispute. The 
document should add the ongoing discussion 
regarding overall protectiveness to this section 
of the document for a better balance of the 
issues surrounding the NHWL. Unresolved 
issues from the Third Five Year Review need to 
carry through to the current review.

Non-concur - The statement referenced, “The 
NHWL was referred to in the historical documents 
as the onsite disposal area or backfill area and 
was selected as a component of the final 
remedies of the OU-2 and OU-6 IRODs” is 
accurate. This section is addressing the question 
in 5.1, “Question A: Is the remedy functioning as 
intended by the Decision Documents?” EPA has 
concerns on the selection of the disposal area; 
however, EPA has not provided any new 
information that calls into question the 
protectiveness of the landfill remedy component, 
and the remedy is functioning as intended in the 
decision documents.

One issue the EPA has raised is whether 
the landfill meets the requirements as 
designated by the ARARs sent to the Army 
in dispute communications. Without 
verification that these standards are met, 
protectiveness cannot be determined. 
Hence the need to resolve the dispute in 
order to determine whether the landfill is 
protective. Please revise the document to 
address the comment.

The Army does not agree. The Army and the 
regulatory agencies agreed that the NHWL 
was appropriately selected at the time the 
IRODs were approved.
The issues are in dispute and have not been 
resolved. The dispute has been 
acknowledged in Table 3-2.

23. Section 5.2.1, Question B Summary: This 
section includes discussion regarding arsenic 
and 2,4-DNT though does not provide the 
information for verification of the analysis 
discussed. Locations of detections, background 
information, and other supporting data used to 
make the determinations regarding the 
summary need to be provided in the 
appendices. EPA would also request that the 
information be provided in electronic format to 
facilitate review of these statements.

Concur - will be incorporated in Draft Final Y The summary in the first two paragraphs of 
Section 5.2.1 is primarily a distillation of the 
information presented in Table 5-3. The 
requested information can be found in the 
2001 Supplemental Rl Report. Note that 
Table 5-3 is a comparison of exposure point 
concentrations (EPCs) calculated in the 
Supplemental Rl to industrial RSLs. If the 
EPC is a maximum detected value, there is 
an associated sample and map location. If 
the EPC is a 95%UCL, it represents multiple 
sample locations. Therefore, it cannot be 
represented by a single sample and 
location. The table provided below lists 
specific sections, figures, and table numbers 
in the Supplemental Rl (SAIC 2001) where 
the information is presented.

24. Section 6, Issues/Recommendations: This 
section needs to carry forward the unresolved 
issues and recommendations from the Third 
Five Year Review. Specifically, items 1 and 4 in 
Table 3-2 under EPA recommendations 
Presented in a Letter from EPA to the Army 
Dated September 5, 2013.

Non-concur -Table 3-2 outlines the Army’s 
position. The Army does not believe the issues in 
informal dispute impact protectiveness.

The Table 3-2 also presents EPA issues 
from the 5YR. The issues in dispute relate 
directly to protectiveness. It is because the 
site cannot be deemed protective and 
complete is the reason the RACR has yet to 
be approved.

The Army believes the only issue that 
affects protectiveness is related to asbestos. 
That issue has been identified in Section 6.
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Responses to Comments
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Continued)

February 27, 2018; Additional Comments from EPA Dated July 7, 2018

Comment
ID EPA Comment - February 27, 2018 Army Response - May 3, 2018

Addressed 
in the Draft 
Final FYR 

(Y/N/P)
EPA Additional Comment - July 7, 2018 Army Additional Response - 

September 19, 2018

25. Section 6, Table: The Table is missing the 
issue category from the SYR template. Please 
add the category above the “issues” portion in 
the current table and provide the needed 
information. Categories include: Other,
Changed Site Conditions, Institutional Controls, 
Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance,
Remedy Performance, Site Access/Security. If 
other is chosen, please provide an explanation 
in the box. Further references can be found at 
https://www.epa.gov/superfund/writing-five- 
year-reviews-superfund-sites. The specific 
information is located on Page 10 of the 2016 
FYR Template provided at the link.

Concur-will be incorporated in Draft Final Y

26. Section 6, Table, Currently Protective: The
table indicates that the current protectiveness is 
not affected. The asbestos on the site may 
affect current protectiveness since the Army 
cannot control whether individuals are being 
exposed at the site. There are land use controls 
in place in certain areas; though, asbestos was 
not considered a contaminant at the time. The 
lack of information regarding the potential for 
exposure should be clarified in the document in 
order for the reader to determine why the site is 
currently protective.

Concur - This table will be updated to reflect 
current status of ACM removal.

Y

27. Section 6, Table, Recommendation: The
recommendation is not clearly written as it 
should indicate the specific steps the Army is 
planning to take in order to address the issue. 
They should be listed in relative chronological 
order in order to resolve the issue. For example, 
determine the full nature and extent, determine 
the risk of exposure, and complete a 
determination regarding the need for action.

Concur - Text will be updated to reflect current 
status of the ACM removal.

Y
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Responses to Comments
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Continued)

February 27, 2018; Additional Comments from EPA Dated July 7, 2018

Comment
ID EPA Comment - February 27, 2018 Army Response - May 3, 2018

Addressed 
in the Draft 
Final FYR 

(Y/N/P)
EPA Additional Comment - July 7, 2018 Army Additional Response - 

September 19, 2018

28. Section 6, Table, Milestone Date: The 
milestone date needs to be completed to inform 
the public when to expect an Addendum to the 
Five Year Review.

Concur-will be incorporated in the Draft Final 
document.

Y

29. Section 7: Protectiveness Statement: Please 
add a projected date for resolution of the 
statement. In addition, include the issues that 
have yet to be resolved from the Third Review.

Concur - projected date will be incorporated in the 
Draft Final document.
Non-concur - Items that are in dispute will not be 
included here. The Army does not believe the 
issues in dispute impact the protectiveness of the 
remedies.

P The Table 3-2 also presents EPA issues 
from the SYR. The issues in dispute relate 
directly to protectiveness. It is because the 
site cannot be deemed protective and 
complete is the reason the RACR has yet to 
be approved.

The Army believes the only issue that affects 
protectiveness is related to asbestos. That 
issue has been identified in Section 7.

MINOR COMMENTS

1. Table 1-1: Horizontal lines are required 
between all of the OUs to facilitate the reading 
of the Notes column of the table.

NA - the lines are already included; zoom in on 
the pdf file and the lines will appear

NA

2. Study Area 2: As this document is being 
developed to be provided to the public, please 
use ppm or mg/kg when discussing 
concentration measurements to avoid 
confusion. Similar documentation occurs 
throughout the report. Please revise the report 
to reflect this clarification.

Concur-will be incorporated in the Draft Final 
document.

Y Ppm will be changed to mg/kg.

3. Milestone Dates: The Milestone Dates (for 
completing the Recommendations) are tracked 
in EPA data systems by month/day/year. 
Therefore, revise the document’s tables to 
include this format (for each operable unit’s 
section) throughout the Five-Year Review
Report.

Concur-will be incorporated in the Draft Final 
document.

Y

4. EPA Protectiveness Statements, Table 3-2:
The EPA recommendation for Area 6 was 
repeated twice and one should be deleted.

Concur-will be incorporated in the Draft Final 
document.

Y

5. Section 8: Please add the date for the deadline 
of the next Five Year Review

Concur - will be incorporated in the Draft Final 
document.

Y
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Responses to Comments
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Continued)

February 27, 2018; Additional Comments from EPA Dated July 7, 2018

Supplemental information to address EPA Specific Comment 23:

Chemical Study Area EPC Supplemental Rl 
Section

Supplemental Rl 
Table

Supplemental Rl 
Figure

2,4-DNT 2 99 gg/kg 4.5.3 4-17 4-17
Arsenic 3 43 mg/kg 4.5.4 4-19 4-18
Arsenic 8 51 mg/kg 4.5.8.2 4-34 4-24
Arsenic 17 47/54* mg/kg 4.5.11 4-44, 4-45 4-28
Arsenic 18 41 mg/kg 4.5.12 4-47 4-29
Arsenic 19 50 mg/kg 4.5.13 4-51 4-31
Arsenic B6-Coke Oven 46 mg/kg 4.5.17 4-63 4-35

‘surface soil EPC/subsurface soil EPC
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